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Abstract
Social studies education provides unique opportunities for students to learn about the
democratic process and, more importantly, how to engage in civic life to become active citizens.
It is through meaningful social studies education that students are deliberately helped to
understand the world, and are provided space to discuss, deliberate, and inquire about problems
in the world, both past and present, and then learn how they can work to solve these problems
(NCSS, 2013a; Parker, 2008). Considering the role of social studies education in helping develop
active citizens, there has been a call for social studies teachers to provide instruction that helps
students build a deep understanding of our democracy and learn how to be become active,
responsible citizens (Journell, 2011; Kim, 2021; NCSS, 2013a).
The College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework, rooted in inquiry-based instruction,
provides guidance to strengthen social studies education to better prepare students for college,
career, and an engaging civic life (NCSS, 2013a). Despite many states, along with Washington
D.C., adopting or incorporating aspects of the C3 Framework within their state standards
(Hansen et al., 2018) research has shown that social studies teachers continue to use traditional,
teacher-centered teaching strategies (Barton & Levstik, 2015; Lee, 2013; Thacker et al., 2017;
Wiens et al., 2020). One such area that can lend itself well to understanding why teachers
continue using more didactic approaches to social studies education is that of teacher selfefficacy, which has been associated with numerous positive outcomes for both students and
teachers (Egyed & Short, 2006; Holzberger et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu,
2011;Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Studying social studies teacher self-efficacy can provide
insight into the gap between understanding what strategies can bring about desired outcomes in a
classroom and the belief that one is capable of performing such tasks (Bandura, 1977) providing
iii

a clearer path to rectify this and ensure all students receive a meaningful social studies education
that prepares them for civic life. Through the use of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), this
study developed a valid, reliable, and fair social studies teacher self-efficacy scale. The final
version of the Social Studies Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (SSTES) is a 20-item, five factor scale
that load onto a general social studies efficacy factor. Participants for this study (n = 205) were
secondary social studies teachers from a large, mostly urban school district in the southwestern
United States. In addition, to developing the SSTES, this study also sought to analyze the
domain-specific self-efficacy of social studies teachers and understand the relationships between
certain teacher and school level factors and that of social studies self-efficacy. Teachers reported
the highest levels of self-efficacy in history instruction and the lowest levels of self-efficacy in
economics instruction. Furthermore, self-efficacy of general pedagogy had the largest
relationships with all dimensions of social studies self-efficacy further supporting the need of
general pedagogy in additional to content knowledge pedagogy.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Problem
In an inspirational and moving Ted Talk, actor and activist George Takei (2014)
recounted his father’s definition of the United States democracy:
“He told me that our democracy is a people's democracy, and it can be as great as the
people can be, but it is also as fallible as people are. He told me that American
democracy is vitally dependent on good people who cherish the ideals of our system and
actively engage in the process of making our democracy work.”
Like many who have come before, Takei reiterates the importance of civic engagement to
democracy—people actively working through the democratic processes to ensure that the ideals
of the United States are upheld and when they are not to rectify the wrongdoing. How, though,
do people learn the ideals of democracy and, then, how to actively participate in it? The root of
democracy is in an educated populace (Parker, 2015; Stanley, 2015). It is through education that
students learn about the democratic process, develop an understanding of the constitution, and,
more importantly, how to engage in civic life to become active citizens (PBS NewsHour, 2012).
Therein lies the true importance of social studies education. It is through a meaningful social
studies education that students learn to interpret the world and are “helped deliberately to
understand it, care for it, to think deeply and critically about it, and to take their place on the
public stage” (Parker, 2015, p. 4). Social studies classrooms, ideally, provide students the space
to discuss, deliberate, and inquire about problems in the world, both past and present, and then
learn how they can work to solve these problems (NCSS, 2013a; Parker, 2008).
With this in mind, there has been a call for social studies teachers to provide instruction
that allows students to gain a deep understanding of our democracy and how to become active,
responsible citizens; understanding how to cultivate activities that allow students to build the
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necessary skills and knowledge to do so becomes essential in the quest for high quality social
studies education (Journell, 2011; Kim, 2021; NCSS, 2013a).
With the publishing of the College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework (NCSS,
2013a), the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) established a framework to provide
guidance for enhancing state social studies standards and to strengthen social studies instruction
in order to better prepare students for college, career, and an engaging civic life. At the core of
the C3 Framework is disciplined inquiry resulting in informed action (NCSS, 2013a). Maguth
and Wu (2020, p. 15) explain that
“inquiry-based instruction helps students construct their own knowledge by actively
involving them in the learning process…and involves helping students traversing back
and forth between shaping and formulating questions, reviewing and critically engaging
multiple sources of information, and communicating conclusions that can be acted upon.”
Inquiry-based instruction helps student develop the necessary skills to become active citizens, as
opposed to more root memorization activities (Maguth & Wu, 2020). Since publication, many
states, along with Washington D.C., have adopted or incorporated aspects of the C3 Framework
within their state standards (Hansen et al., 2018); however, despite the adopted inquiry-based
model for teaching social studies research has shown that social studies teachers continue to use
traditional, teacher-centered teaching strategies (Barton & Levstik, 2015; Lee, 2013; Thacker et
al., 2017; Wiens et al., 2020) despite having an understanding of inquiry-based instruction
(Thacker et al., 2017). Though studies have shown there are social studies teachers who adhere
to the inquiry-based model, there are still many experienced and novice teachers who do not
incorporate inquiry-based instruction and, rather, have students listen to lectures, read textbook
passages and answer questions, and then reproduce this information on tests (Barton & Levstik,

2

2015). In order for students to have a more meaningful social studies education and learn how to
be active citizens within our democracy, which former Supreme Court Justice Souter describes
as a necessity for the continuation of the American republic (PBS NewsHour, 2012), research
needs to be conducted that aims at gaining a deeper understanding of why social studies teachers
continue to use traditional methods. Especially considering reformers have advocated for
students to take a more active role in their learning through an inquiry-based approach to social
studies education. One such area that can lend itself well to this dilemma is that of teacher selfefficacy.
Considering teacher self-efficacy, a teacher’s belief in their ability to perform specific
educational tasks to produce a desired outcome (Oliveira Fernandez et al., 2016; TschannanMoran & Hoy, 2001), has continually been linked to more inclusive and organized classroom
practices (Fast et al., 2010), greater student achievement (Holzberger et al., 2014; Guo et al.,
2012), and teacher well-being (Brouwers et al., 2001; Dicke et al., 2014; Egyed & Short, 2006;
Sarıçam & Sakız, 2014; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010), including a greater commitment to the
profession (Klassen & Chiu, 2011; Wang et al., 2015), having a deeper understanding of social
studies teacher self-efficacy can further advance the field. If we can begin to understand where
social studies teachers feel confident and/or areas in which they question their capabilities we
can better shape social studies teacher education programs and professional development to meet
the needs of social studies teachers to carry out high quality, inquiry-based social studies
instruction. Studying social studies teacher self-efficacy can provide insight into the gap between
understanding what strategies can bring about desired outcomes in a classroom and the belief
that one is capable of performing such tasks (Bandura, 1977) providing a clearer path to rectify
this and ensure all students receive a more meaningful social studies education that prepares
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them for civic life. Though teacher self-efficacy has found a strong footing in educational
research since the 1970s (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), literature pertaining to social studies
teacher self-efficacy remains sparse; this study aims to help close this literature gap by
developing and validating a domain-specific self-efficacy scale for social studies teachers that is
rooted in the C3 Framework.
Theoretical Framework
Self-efficacy is the belief that individuals can produce desired effects through their own
actions, thus having the power to create change especially when faced with setbacks (Bandura,
1999; Bandura, 2006a). Self-efficacy has a degree of generalizability but is, overall,
multidimensional and can vary based on task and context in which the task occurs (Bandura,
1997; Cervone, 2016; Zimmerman, 2000). Individuals who have high self-efficacy remain
resilient in times of difficulty and often equate initial failures to internal reasons, like lack of
effort or improper use of strategies, as opposed to luck or other external factors (Bandura, 1997;
Bandura, 1999; Bandura, 2012; Dicke et al, 2014; Hong, 2012; Keogh et al., 2012; Yost, 2006).
Those with low self-efficacy are more likely to give up or even avoid partaking in certain
situations (Bandura, 1997). Teaching is a complex process that requires teachers to understand
how students learn, have content knowledge and know how to organize and present it in a
manner that enhances student learning, and then teachers should reflect on their practices in an
effort to improve them (Eliam & Poyas, 2009). Thus teachers with high self-efficacy are more
likely to be better equipped to face these challenges and continue to exert effort even when not
finding success initially.
Teacher self-efficacy has important implications for education since it “represents the
teacher's belief in his/her own ability to organize and execute necessary actions required to
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successfully carry out a specific educational task in a particular context” (Oliveira Fernandez et
al., 2016, p.793-794). High self-efficacy in teachers have been positively related to student
achievement and motivation (Guo et al., 2012; Hines & Kritsonis, 2010; Pan, 2014; Thoonen et
al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), use of differing instructional strategies (Allinder,
1994; Thoonen et al., 2010; Weshan, 2012), a supportive classroom (Aloe et al., 2014; Bullock et
al., 2015; Dicke et al, 2014; Guo et al., 2012; Hong, 2012; Yost, 2006), and even teacher wellbeing and commitment to the profession (Brouwers et al., 2001; Dicke et al., 2014; Egyed &
Short, 2006; ; Sarıçam & Sakız, 2014; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Sutcher et al., 2016; Wang et
al., 2015). Because of these implications teacher self-efficacy has established its importance in
educational research. In the following sections, this paper will discuss the theories related to
teacher self-efficacy along with the importance of this construct within education.
Theory of Teacher Self-Efficacy
The principle theories of teacher self-efficacy lie within the constructs of locus of control
(Rotter, 1966) and social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977); both of which emphasize human
agency, or the concept that individuals have some control over actions that influence their lives
(Zee & Koomen, 2016). Individuals who attribute success or failure to their own actions, as
opposed to external forces, are more likely to take steps to improve their abilities and skills and
remain resilient when faced with hardships (e.g. Bandura, 2012; Rotter, 1966).
Locus of Control
Locus of control stems from Rotter’s earlier work on social learning theory (Galvin et al.,
2018; Rotter, 1966). Social learning theory proposes that new behaviors are learned by
observation and then imitation of the observed behaviors; through this observation-imitation
process individuals come to expect that certain behaviors will result in particular reinforcements
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(Galvin et al., 2018; Rotter, 1966). As time goes by, individuals develop an understanding of a
causal relationship between behaviors and rewards; some individuals perceive that outcomes are
contingent upon their own, personal behavior and actions (internal locus of control) while other
individuals perceive outcomes as being based on luck, fate or other external factors (external
locus of control) (Galvin et al., 2018; Rotter, 1966). These perceptions are considered to be
based upon interactions between people and their environment that reinforce a person’s actions
and may serve as incentives to perform or avoid similar behaviors in future situations (Galvin et
al., 2018).
Individuals who feel that they have control over the events and then corresponding
outcomes that occur in their lives have an internal locus of control (Galvin et al., 2018; Rotter,
1966). These individuals believe that they can bring about desired outcomes through their
behaviors and are more likely to be “confident, be determined, and see themselves in control of
their fate” (Galvin et al., 2018, pp. 821). They tend to see the outcomes as a direct result of their
exerted effort to achieve said outcome and are more likely to be happy and have greater life
satisfaction (Galvin et al., 2018; Lachman, 2006). Those who attribute outcomes to external
factors, like luck, environmental factors, and actions of others, have an external locus of control
(Galvin et al., 2018; Rotter, 1966). Those with an external locus of control view themselves as
“victims of future circumstances and environments they encounter and take passive roles in
shaping the outcomes that will happen to them (Galvin et al., 2018, p. 821). Additionally, adults
with an external locus of control have higher rates of depression and a lower sense of life
satisfaction (Lachman, 2006).
Locus of control laid the foundation for many studies, eventually leading to the first
measure of teacher self-efficacy by the Rand Corporation in the 1970s (Tschannen-Moran &

6

Hoy, 2001; Zee & Koomen, 2016). However, as time passed some concerns regarding the
relevance of locus of control and teacher self-efficacy arose (Zee & Koomen, 2016). Building
heavily on the work of Rotter (1966), Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) argued that more than locus of
control, an individuals’ behaviors are based on perceived abilities, or self-efficacy, to carry out
the necessary behaviors to produce desired outcomes.
Social Cognitive Theory
Building on Rotter’s (1966) theory, social cognitive theory posits that not only do
individuals’ behaviors rely on response-outcome expectancies but that self-efficacy expectancies
also have a principal effect on an individuals’ behavior (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1986;
Bandura, 1999). Bandura (1977) clearly distinguishes the difference between these two
expectations. First, response-outcome expectancies, which can be assumed to be equivalent to
Rotter’s (1966) constructs (Zee & Koomen, 2016), is the understanding or belief that a given
behavior will lead to specific outcomes (Bandura, 1977). Efficacy expectancies is the perceived
belief that an individual has the capability to carry out the desired behavior in order to achieve an
outcome (Bandura, 1977). Although an individual may perceive that a specific behavior will
produce a desired outcome, if the individual doubts their ability to perform that behavior it will
limit the likelihood of attempting the desired behavior (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1999; Zee &
Koomen, 2016).
Social cognitive theory also moves away from the principle that learning occurs through
a rudimentary form of response outcomes in which individuals simply link outcomes to actions
without awareness of the complexities associated within a given situation (Bandura, 1999).
Instead, while performing a task, social cognitive theory posits that individuals use multiple
cognitive functions—i.e. predicting outcomes, judging results and then changing actions
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accordingly—to gain much more extensively from experiences (Bandura, 1999). Additionally,
Bandura (1999, pp. 25) argues that individuals do not solely learn from direct experience as
“human development would be severely” delayed. Instead, social cognitive theory postulates that
much learning occurs through observational learning in which individuals develop knowledge
and skills via modeling influences (Bandura, 1986; Bandura, 1999). Observational learning
moves beyond mere mimicry in the form of abstract modeling. Once individuals learn the
governing rules of a situation (i.e. cultural norms and values) then they can use these rules as a
prototype and apply them to other situations (Bandura, 1999). Furthermore, a reciprocal
relationship exists among the environment/context, behaviors, and cognitive processes in which
each element affects and is affected by the others all simultaneously (Bandura, 1986).
At the core of social cognitive theory is the concept of human agency, which individuals exercise
through multiple facets. The foundation of human agency, though, as argued by Bandura (1986,
1999) is that of self-efficacy.
Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy builds upon the constructs of efficacy expectancies and is the belief that
individuals can produce desired effects through their own actions, thus having the power to
create change (Bandura, 1999; Bandura, 2006a). If an individual has high self-efficacy than they
believe that they have the capability to perform behaviors that will lead to desired results; if an
individual has a low sense of self-efficacy than they doubt their capabilities to execute the
necessary behaviors for a task regardless of their knowledge of response-outcomes (Bandura,
1986; Bandura, 1999).
Self-efficacy is shaped by four sources of information: vicarious experiences, verbal
persuasions, physiological and emotional states, and mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997;
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Maddux & Kleiman, 2021). Vicarious experiences pertain to those capabilities that do not have
an absolute measure of adequacy and therefore need to be appraised based on how others
perform (Bandura, 1997; Wright et al., 2016). First, for many activities there is no absolute
measure to determine ability, therefore, individuals compare their own performance to that of a
similar group; the higher one’s standing within the group the higher sense of self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1997; Williams, 1995). Secondly, individuals can develop their self-efficacy by
observing someone who they view as similarly competent to execute activities; depending on
success or failure of the model an individual may be persuaded/dissuaded to perform the same or
a similar task (Bandura, 1997; Williams, 1995). Additionally, individuals tend to look to a more
competent individual as inspiration. Not only can vicarious experiences occur by observing or
comparing oneself to others, but it can also be done through self-modeling in the form of videos
or cognitive self-monitoring (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy can be enhanced by watching oneself
perform a task successfully or by visualizing oneself “confronting and mastering progressively
more challenging or threatening situations” (Bandura, 1997, pp. 95).
Another source of self-efficacy is verbal persuasions in the form of encouragement by
others of importance in a person’s life (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy can be sustained, especially
when facing obstacles, when a significant person expresses faith in an individual’s capabilities.
Furthermore, positive feedback, which can lead to a heightened sense of self-efficacy, can also
contribute to one’s self-affirming beliefs. Self-affirming beliefs have also shown to promote selfefficacy (Wright et al., 2016). Although positive appraisal can increase self-efficacy it must be
done so within realistic boundaries considering unrealistic praise can lead to harsher failures and
then diminishment of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).
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Physiological and emotional states pertain to people’s somatic states especially emotional
responses to situations (Bandura, 1997; Brown et al., 2012; Maddux & Kleiman, 2021).
Individuals tend to judge their capabilities based upon their physical reactions often equating
their heightened arousal as a sign of dysfunction, though these perceptions may be a
misinterpretation (Bandura, 1997; Dassa & Nichols, 2019). Individuals tend to feel more
confident when they feel less stress which can come in both physical (i.e. fatigue) and emotional
forms. One way to reduce stressors is through mastery experiences.
Lastly, “enactive mastery experiences are the most influential source of efficacy
information because they provide the most authentic evidence” of possible mastery (Bandura,
1997, p.80). Successes foster efficacy and failures hinder it; however, some failure is necessary
in order to build resilience and understanding that successes take effort (Maddux & Kleiman,
2021). Once people believe success is possible through their deliberate actions then they can face
adversity with resilience and continue to exert greater effort after setbacks. Though these four
sources of information appear as separate entities, any influence can operate through one or more
of these sources (Bandura, 1997).
Self-efficacy has a degree of generalizability; however, it is multidimensional and
domain specific (Bandura, 1997; Cervone, 2016; Zimmerman, 2000). Self-efficacy can vary
based on the activity as well as even the context of performing the activity (Zimmerman, 2000).
An individual may feel confident to complete a writing assignment, as opposed to a geometry
test, but may feel a lower sense of self-efficacy when trying to complete the writing in a loud
room. Additionally, self-efficacy refers to future performance on a task and assessed before
executing an activity (Zimmerman, 2000). Because of this self-efficacy can act as (dis)incentives
to partake in given activities.
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Self-efficacy can impact the initiation and persistence of certain activities. If an
individual believes that they can cope within a given situation then they are more likely to
partake in the situation, however, if they fear they cannot cope then they will avoid the activity
altogether (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1997; Maddux & Kleiman, 2021; Maddux & Rogers,
1983). Taking into account fear, one critique of self-efficacy is that self-efficacy and fear
response expectancies have shown to be highly correlated, in which a person with high fear tends
to have lower self-efficacy, thus suggesting they measure a similar construct (Kirsch, 1985). And
though people who reported low self-efficacy also reported a willingness and ability to perform a
task if they needed to (Kirsch, 1982, in Kirsch 1985), self-efficacy has also proven to be a
powerful predictor of behavioral intentions during situations that evoked fear (Maddux &
Rogers, 1983; Brouwer-Goossensen et al., 2015). Self-efficacy’s role in motivation for choosing
which situations and activities one is willing to partake in, when necessity does not influence
behavior, can be best seen in choice of careers (Bandura, 1999). Furthermore, efficacy beliefs
can lead to persistence in an activity and resilience in the face of obstacles; through both
expectations and eventual successes in situations, individuals build their coping mechanisms,
eventually ending fear associated with an activity (Bandura, 1977, 2012; Maddux & Kleiman,
2021; Maddux & Rogers, 1983). An individual who does not build these necessary coping
strategies will view their fears associated with a given activity as insurmountable leading to
abandonment of the activity.
Self-efficacy has found its way into numerous fields and has been extensively studied.
Empirical studies have found that people with high self-efficacy not only remain resilient when
faced with hardship they also set high goals for themselves, remain more motivated, and devote
more effort and have a strong commitment to their goals; on the other hand, those with low self-
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efficacy tend to give up and often limit their options because they doubt success (Bandura, 1999;
Bandura, 2012; Dicke et al, 2014; Hong, 2012; Keogh et al., 2012; Yost, 2006). Furthermore,
those with high self-efficacy attribute failures to correctable situations, like lack of effort or
inappropriate strategies, whereas those with low self-efficacy attribute failures to lack of ability
which can be demoralizing (Bandura, 1999). Additionally, higher rates of self-efficacy have been
found to negatively relate to depression, anxiety, and perceived helplessness (Moksnes et al.,
2018). Self-efficacy has also proven to be predictors of evaluation tasks such as reading and
writing (Shell et al., 1989 in Zimmerman, 2000) and musical performances, (McPherson &
McCormick, 2006). Among the numerous fields in which self-efficacy has found a home
education is not exempt. A growing body of research, both empirical and theoretical, has
demonstrated the ways in which TSE can impact the multiple facets of education; these findings
will be discussed in depth in chapter 2.
Statement of the Problem
Crocco and Livingston (2017, p. 361) call for “more focused and programmatic research
on social studies teacher education” akin to research common in science and math with the goal
of shaping policy and better preparing social studies teachers. One way in which we can heed
this call is by analyzing self-efficacy of social studies teachers, considering research has
repeatedly connected teacher self-efficacy to important outcomes like greater student
achievement, overall classroom success, and teacher well-being.
Since the 1970s there has been no shortage of research measuring teacher self-efficacy
with many positive implications coming from them (Zee & Koomen, 2016). However, research
pertaining to social studies teachers’ self-efficacy is quite limited. The studies that do exist focus
on either self-efficacy of general pedagogy within a social studies context or an overall general
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view of a specific subject within the social studies (Calkins et al., 2020; Gao, 2011; Haverback &
McNary, 2015). Considering the complexities of the field, like all aspects of education, social
studies would significantly benefit from a domain-specific self-efficacy scale that measures
individual constructs that are viewed as best practices within social studies teaching. Since there
is a continued trend of social studies teachers to use more didactic, teacher-centered approaches
as opposed to student-centered learning strategies (Knowles & Theobald, 2013; Thacker et al.,
2017; Wiens et al., 2020) developing such a scale could build a better understanding as to why
social studies teachers still do so. Additionally, a domain-specific social studies self-efficacy
scale can help guide social studies education programs and professional development to address
identified areas of low efficacy in order to best prepare teachers to meet the demands of a
meaningful, inquiry-based social studies education. Both of these potential goals will add to the
needed large-scale research used to shape social studies education and guide policy regarding it.
Purpose of the Study
Research has supported the idea that self-efficacy is content-specific and that teachers can
hold divergent efficacy beliefs depending on the context of teaching and subject matter
(Bandura, 2006b; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). In order to better understand social
studies teacher self-efficacy the purpose of this study is to create a new, domain-specific social
studies teacher self-efficacy scale that builds upon Shulman’s concept of pedagogical content
knowledge (PCK) and uses the C3 Framework as a guide. This new self-efficacy scale will
measure subject-specific aspects deemed as high-quality instruction, as outlined by the C3
Framework, to understand which social studies constructs teachers have high/low efficacy.
Research Questions
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Social studies education should be at that very core of our education system since it is
through education that we learn how to be citizens within our democracy (Parker, 2015).
Students, however, need a meaningful social studies education in which they have the
opportunity to not just learn about the content within social studies but develop problem-solving
skills that are necessary for success in college and the workforce, and help students understand
and practice the responsibilities of being an active citizen in the United States (NCSS, 2013a).
Unfortunately, many students continue to encounter social studies classrooms that fall short of
this goal, which warrants additional study. Using self-efficacy as a conceptual lens and through
the development and testing of a new domain-specific social studies teacher self-efficacy scale,
this study examines the following research questions:
1. How does the Social Studies Teacher Efficacy Scale (SSTES) demonstrate
characteristics of validity, reliability and fairness?
2. What is the domain-specific self-efficacy of social studies teachers?
3. What is the association between teacher characteristics and their social studies
domain-specific self-efficacy?
Definition of Terms
College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework. The C3 Framework, published by the
NCSS, provides guidance for enhancing state social studies standards and to strengthen social
studies instruction in order to better prepare students for college, career, and an engaging civic
life. The framework was written in alignment with the Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
and helps clarify disciplinary literacy in social studies, which is used throughout the CCSS, as
well as how these literacies should be carried out within social studies classrooms (NCSS,
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2013a; NCSS, 2013b; NCSS, 2014). The C3 Framework is the national guiding framework for
K-12 social studies education and has been, at least in part, adopted by multiple states.
Disciplined Inquiry. Disciplined inquiry focuses on students as the creator of new
knowledge while learning and then utilizing the accepted frameworks and skills within a given
disciple (Saye, 2017). Disciplined inquiry forces students to become more active and engaged in
the construction of knowledge as they play a larger role in asking questions and seeking
solutions to problems within the world (Saye, 2017).
Informed Action. Taking informed action is part of the C3 Framework and pertains to an
engaged, active civic life. Students are called upon to “adapt and apply their work in the
disciplines that constitute the social studies in order to develop the skills and dispositions
necessary for an active civic life (NCSS, 2013a, pp. 59).
Inquiry Arc. At the center of the C3 Framework is the Inquiry Arc, “a set of interlocking
and mutually reinforcing ideas that frame the ways students learn social studies content” (NCSS,
2013a, pp. 17). Through this arc “students develop the capacity to know, analyze, explain, and
argue about interdisciplinary challenges in our social world” (NCSS, 2013a, pp.17).
Inquiry-based Instruction.
Teacher Self-Efficacy. Teacher self-efficacy is a teacher’s belief that they have the
capacity “to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among
those students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, pp. 783).
It is a multidimensional construct that can vary from task to task and even within the context of a
given task (Bandura, 2006b; Tschannen-Moran, 2001).
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Traditional Teaching Strategies. Traditional teaching strategies are teacher-centered
instructional strategies in which the teacher has knowledge and imposes it onto students.
Students are passive, as opposed to active, learners.
Conclusion
Teacher self-efficacy represents a teachers’ beliefs in their ability to bring about desired
outcomes within the context of their classroom (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) and is rooted in
Rotter’s (1966) Locus of Control theory and, even more influential, Bandura’s (1977) Social
Cognitive Theory and concept of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy relates to behavioral intentions
(Maddux & Rogers, 1982; Brouwer-Goossensen et al., 2015) and decisions, promoting or
discouraging the activities we are willing to take part (Bandura 1977, 1986, 1999). It also
impacts resiliency in and persistence with an activity; those with high self-efficacy persevering
through difficult situations as opposed to those with low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 2012;
Maddux & Kleiman, 2021; Maddux & Rogers, 1983). Because of the complexity of teaching,
teacher self-efficacy has gained momentum in educational research; time and again, relating to
positive outcomes like greater student achievement (Holzberger et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2012),
teacher organization (Fast et al., 2010), teacher well-being (Brouwers et al., 2001; Egyed &
Short, 2006; Dicke et al., 2014; Sarıçam & Sakız, 2014; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010) and
commitment to the field (Klassen & Chiu, 2011; Wang et al., 2015).
Barton & Levstik (2015) pose the question why do some “good, caring teachers” follow
one approach to teaching while other “good, caring teachers” follow another (p. 36). They
suggest several factors may explain the differences in teaching styles, including that of
pedagogical content knowledge. Because of the implications of teacher self-efficacy, a domainspecific self-efficacy scale for social studies teachers would provide greater insight into the
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potential answers to this compelling question. This scale could prove to be a foundational piece
in understanding trends within social studies instruction as well as provide guidance in shaping
social studies education programs and professional development.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Social studies education has a unique position in K-12 education since it provides
students the opportunity to learn about and then practice key aspects of citizenship in our
democracy, preparing them for the social responsibilities of active citizenship. Despite this
expectation, we know that far too many students do not receive high-quality, meaningful social
studies education in which they develop and explore compelling questions; instead, many
students are provided information from teachers and textbooks and are required to memorize
facts (Herczog, 2013; Lee, 2013; NCSS, 2013b). A key component to understanding this
dilemma resides in understanding social studies teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy since low
self-efficacy can impede the initiation of certain activities and further impact the resilience to
carry on within a difficult situation (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1997). To truly comprehend the
need for the development of and use of a social studies teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy
scale the study needs to be placed into the broader context of social studies education, both the
continued ideological debates and the accepted best-practices within the field, and social studies
teacher self-efficacy to carry out the adopted inquiry-based strategies within their classrooms.
This chapter reviews the literature of these topics and provides a rationale for the current study. I
have divided this literature review into three main sections. The first section delves into the
continued theoretical debates regarding social studies education which informs how social
studies is taught. The second section analyzes teaching social studies and the C3 Framework, the
guiding framework for state social studies standards, along with success of the framework within
classrooms (NCSS, 2013a). The final section of the literature review focuses on social studies
teachers’ self-efficacy.
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The Ideological Debates within Social Studies Education
Defining Social Studies
The NCSS (1994) defines social studies as
“…the integrated study of the social sciences and humanities to promote civic
competence. Within the school program, social studies provides coordinated, systematic
study drawing upon such disciplines as anthropology, archaeology, economics,
geography, history, law, philosophy, political science, psychology, religion, and
sociology, as well as appropriate content from the humanities, mathematics, and natural
sciences. The primary purpose of social studies is to help young people make informed
and reasoned decisions for the public good as citizens of a culturally diverse, democratic
society in an interdependent world.”
Although the above definition was adopted in 1994 and still in use today by NCSS, the means in
which citizenship education is taught has lacked overall consensus (Alder, 2008; Parker, 2015;
Powell, 2018; Thornton, 2017). When considering the history of social studies, it is evident that a
unified consensus on interpretation and curriculum never developed within the field leaving it in
a state of continued dispute and, so it seems, as constantly swinging back and forth between
differing views and approaches within the field (Evans, 2004; Thornton, 2017). Furthermore,
there is no national curriculum and, instead, there are 50 different state curriculums with major
differences in the curricular materials produced by publishers only adding to the confusion and
debates surrounding social studies education (Barr, 1997).
A Brief Historiography of Social Studies Education
Considering a brief snapshot of the last 100 years or so within the field provides a deeper
understanding of the social studies war, as coined by Evans (2004). For instance, although social
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studies was already embedded into curriculum, the 1916 report by the National Education
Association Committee solidified its permanence in school curriculum and sparked a shift from a
strict history curriculum to that of social studies curriculum, which was heavily opposed by some
within the field (Evans, 2004; Thornton, 2017). In the 1930s two differing social studies
textbooks emerged: the Hanna series and the Rugg series. The Hanna textbooks presented the
white, middle class view of the world as the accepted curriculum, whereas Rugg presented a
melding of history and other social sciences covering countless topics presented as social issues
or problems (Evans, 2004; Thornton, 2017). Of the two series, the Hanna textbooks outlasted
Rugg’s because of the high amount of criticism his series received. Rugg’s series was called unAmerican and said to be attempting to spread communism (Evans, 2004). Whereas the Hanna
textbooks focused more on creating American citizens who were loyal to the United States.
As the world fell into the Second World War, though, Americans wanted to highlight the
diversity in the country, separating the US from Nazi Germany, and diverse perspectives began
taking hold within social studies curriculum (Thornton, 2017). This was short lived though, as
the early Cold War era saw a shift to concepts of consensus as opposed to conflict. With the rise
of different social movements in the 1960s, the 1970s saw the reintroduction of ethnic issues into
social studies (Evans, 2004; Thornton, 2017).
Social studies curriculum continues to include diverse perspectives, although there is still
a question of the extent to which these perspectives are allowed to outweigh the nationalist
approach to history. As Thornton (2017, p. 30) states, “several analysis of topics taught in U.S.
history in the latter decades of the 20th century and into the 21st century suggest that historical
scholarship is overlooked if it threatens a traditional rendition of the nation’s past.” Along with
the notion that teachers do not stray far from the traditional telling of the nation’s past, even as
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diverse perspectives have grown within the curriculum since the 1970s there is still a far way
from being equally presented (Thorton, 2017). For instance, in a study conducted by Wineburg
(2001) when groups of fifth and eighth grade students were asked to draw pilgrims, settlers, and
hippies most images, regardless of male or female student, depicted only males; in fact, of the 76
male students who participated only one male drew an image of a female. These findings show
an unbalanced depiction of the past in which men make up the dominant narrative (Wineburg,
2001). Similarly, LGBTQ+ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgendered, and Queer/Questioning)
perspectives have been added to history textbooks, though limited (Bensilver Berman, 2014 in
Thorton, 2017). Furthermore, about one-third of teachers who responded to the Survey on the
Status of Social Studies stated that they rarely, if ever, emphasize diversity or religion (Hartwick
et al., 2013) with elementary teachers reporting that they only emphasize religious perspectives
an average of two to three times a year (Stanley, 2013). Religion, thus, continues to be a
sensitive topic in social studies, though it probably should have a larger role in the curriculum
given that religious perspectives influence societal affairs at all levels (Stanley, 2013).
Social Studies Curriculum: Differing Ideologies
Schools have long been used to help bring about the political and national agendas of
societies, helping create acceptable citizens; this is especially true for democratic societies in
which schools provide formal training in citizenship (Barton & Levstik, 2015; Fallace, 2017;
Stanley, 2015). Because at the core of social studies is the concept of humanity and the ultimate
goal of the field is to help students make informed decisions for the public good as citizens of a
democracy (NCSS, 1994; Parker, 2015), social studies curriculum has continued to be a
battleground for how people envision the world, what decisions they view as being in the best
interest of the public, and thus, how best to shape students’ understanding of the world (Evans,
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2004; Parker, 2015). For instance, debates exist regarding the portrayal of Columbus or the
portrayal of Confederate leadership during the Civil War. Should these men be viewed as brave
heroes or, respectively, as a villainous murderer and seditious rebels trying to protect slavery? To
what extent is social studies designed to uphold the status quo or fight for social justice? If
either? The battleground is further highlighted by the fact that 50 state curriculums, as opposed
to one national curriculum, exists in which social studies curriculum can vary significantly from
state to state.
A consensus among scholars have pointed to several different approaches that have arisen
in an attempt to shape how social studies curriculum is taught and what skills are deemed
necessary for student success (Barr et al, 1977 as cited in White, 1982; Fallace, 2017; Stanley,
2015). The first orientation is that of the traditional approach which holds that the purpose of
social studies education is to learn factual information (Fallace, 2017). The traditional approach
focuses on transmitting a set of facts and knowledge to students for memorization; it is the way
most students have traditionally learned social studies and emphasizes that students should learn
a set of basic, core knowledge (Fallace, 2017). Some aspects of the traditional approach to
teaching include recitation and basic memorization and is teacher and textbook centric. Fallace
(2017, p.44) further describes this approach as having an end goal of “leading students towards
the ‘correct’ or ‘true’ answers.” Barr and colleagues (1977 as cited in White, 1982) describe this
as citizenship transmission in which a core set of beliefs and values are transmitted to students.
Since the traditional approach transmits knowledge to students, the ‘correct’ answers
come from the teachers’ and/or local communities’ beliefs of what narrative or perspectives
should have emphasis within schools (Barr et al., 1977 as cited in White, 1982). Therefore, those
following or advocating the traditional approach to teaching social studies can be of either ends
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of the political spectrum (Journell, 2011). Due to the differing beliefs of the proper narrative to
be taught the information that is transmitted to students can differ. Conservative communities
aim to create a unifying approach to citizenship education, via social studies, in which a single,
Eurocentric, celebratory narrative is told (Barton & Levstik, 2015; Journell, 2011). On the other
hand, considering the diversity of the U.S., politically progressive communities aim to
incorporate multiple perspectives of a shared narrative and encourage tolerance (Journell, 2011).
A second approach, the progressive approach, derives from the Dewey inspired,
progressive school of thought (not to be confused with progressive politics) in which real world
knowledge is used as a way to understand and seek solutions for current, world problems—this
then serves as the purpose of social studies education (Fallace, 2017). In Dewey’s (1916)
Democracy and Education, he spoke directly about the role of history and geography as a means
to allow students to situate their own lives into border contexts and saw history education as
necessary to understanding the present world, stating that “knowledge of the past is key to
understanding the present” and that “past events cannot be separated from the living present” (p.
134). Furthermore, the progressive approach emphasizes an interdisciplinary nature of social
studies. The progressive approach aligns with Barr and colleagues’ (1977 as cited in White,
1982) reflective inquiry approach to teaching social studies. This approach rejects transmission
of information for the sake of generating a unified understanding of the world and, instead, seeks
to use content knowledge to help students develop critical thinking skills and determine their
own understanding of the world while also learning to become active participants of democracy
(Barr et al., 1977 as cited in White, 1982; Fallace, 2017). The progressive, inquiry-approach
encourages discourse, interdisciplinary concepts, use of evidence, and highlights the need to
incorporate controversial topics so students can deliberate and formulate their own thoughts
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about these issues (Barr et al., 1977 as cited in White, 1982; Fallace, 2017). This approach also
holds the belief that students can change the world positively because they will still determine
societal problems and have the skills necessary to work on solutions for them (Stanley, 2015).

Table 1: Differing Ideologies Regarding the Purpose of Social Studies Education
Traditional Approach
 Purpose of social studies
education is to transmit
information (Fallace,
2017; Stanley, 2015)
 How most students have
traditionally learned
(Fallace, 2017)
 Emphasizes that students
should learn a set of
basic, core knowledge
(Fallace, 2017)
 Leads students to a set of
true or correct answers
(Fallace, 2017)

Progressive Approach
Disciplinary Approach
 Purpose of social studies
 Purpose of social studies
education to help students
is to help students learn
use real world knowledge
the skills of experts
to understand and seek
within a given
solutions for modern day
discipline(Fallace, 2017)
problems (Fallace, 2017)  Moves beyond
 Rejects indoctrination
disciplinary content
(Fallace, 2017)
knowledge and seeks to
have students understand
 Encourages discourse,
the purpose and nature of
interdisciplinary concepts,
a discipline (Levstik &
use of evidence, and
Barton, 2015)
incorporation of
controversial topics so
students can deliberate
and formulate their own
thoughts about issues
(Fallace, 2017)

The last orientation is the disciplinary approach to social studies which proposes that
citizenship is best promoted by helping students learn the skills of experts within a given
discipline (Barr et al., 1977 as cited in White, 1982; Fallace, 2017). A history student should
learn to think like a historian; a civics student should think like a political scientist and so forth.
The disciplinary approach extends beyond learning content knowledge of a discipline and seeks
to have students understand the purpose and nature of the discipline (Levstik & Barton, 2015).
Although similar to the Dewey inspired progressive approach, the inquiry model seeks a more
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altruistic interdisciplinary approach to social studies whereas the disciplinary approach lends
itself well to the more traditional, content specific classes (Fallace, 2017). However, the inquiry
nature of the progressive approach can and has been incorporated into more disciplinarian styles
of social studies education as seen in the C3 Framework for Social Studies State Standards.
Although the ideological future of social studies is unknown and can vary from state to
state, the disciplinary approach to social studies seems to have taken the strongest hold with the
adoption of the “inquiry arc” outlined in the C3 Framework for Social Studies State Standards
published by the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) (Fallace, 2017; NCSS, 2013a).
Additionally, the growing body of research stemming from Shulman’s (1986) concept of
pedagogical content knowledge and the novice-expert paradigm within social studies (Crocco &
Livingston, 2017; Saye, 2017) further adds to the idea that the disciplinary approach has
currently taken root in social studies education. Furthermore, there has been a greater push by
experts within the field to expose students to diverse perspectives and alternative views of
history, as opposed to the traditional Eurocentric view, to help build tolerance which is a key
democratic value and necessary to knowing how to be and engaging in the roles of a citizen
(Journell, 2011; Parker, 2008). Although experts have leaned toward teaching a more liberal
perspective of democratic citizenship, the NCSS has chosen to take a more neutral stance stating
that the C3 Framework prepares students for civic life without addressing the more polar ends of
the spectrum stating that individual states and communities should develop their own
curriculums (Herczog, 2013; NCSS, 2013a).
Teaching Social Studies
Although there has never been a single, unified consensus regarding the approach to and
subsequent skills necessary in social studies education, a growing body of research has made
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some headway in trying to capture this elusive construct (Crocco & Livingston, 2017; Fallace,
2017; Stanley, 2015). In working to develop an understanding of what social studies teachers
should know and skills they should develop throughout their teacher preparation program and
continued professional development, Shulman’s theory of pedagogical content knowledge (PCK)
plays an important role (Crocco & Livingston, 2017; Thacker et al., 2018). PCK represents “the
blending of content and pedagogy into an understanding of how particular topics, problems or
issues are organized, represented or adapted to the diverse interests and abilities of learners, and
presented for instruction” (Shulman, 1987, p. 8). Teachers must have content expertise and also
have the ability to transform their content knowledge into a way that makes it teachable and
understandable to their students (Gudmundsdottir & Shulman, 1987; Shulman, 1986; Thacker et
al., 2018). This ability to transform and convey content knowledge to students separates the
content specialist (i.e. historian) from teachers (Gudmundsdottir & Shulman, 1987; Shulman,
1986). Because teachers rely on their PCK to make instructional decisions, literature of PCK
shows that it is crucial to effective K-12 teaching (Gudmundsdottir & Shulman, 1987; Powell,
2018; Thacker et al., 2018).
Though important, studies focusing on PCK in social studies tends to be limited,
especially when considering studies that encompass the multiple disciplines of social studies and
not a single subject, like history (Powell, 2018). Powell (2018) attributes this phenomenon to the
idea that social studies continues to lack a definitive set of goals and purpose as well as a lack of
defining structures within social studies, which is only aided by the lack of a national curriculum.
Thacker et al. (2018) also point out that disciplinary background and expertise influences PCK,
however, the multi-disciplinary structure of social studies further complicates PCK in social
studies. Considering the important implications of PCK, though, it is crucial for social studies to
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begin creating a shared understanding of the goals and subsequent skills for all of social studies
(Thacker et al., 2018). Building on the concept of disciplined inquiry, the C3 Framework offers
this sense of unity that can then lead to a deeper understanding of PCK in social studies.

Figure 1: Pedagogical Content Knowledge

Content
Knowledge

Pedagogical
Content
Knowledge

Pedagogical
Knowledge

Inquiry Based Learning
Inquiry based learning (IBL) dates back to the 1960s and was inspired by constructivist
theories of education. IBL is a method of teaching that “provides students opportunities to
answer questions through the exploration and analysis of data” (Levy et al., 2013, p.8) with
teachers facilitating the learning process. Considering teachers help students navigate the
learning process in IBL, IBL activities can progress from more structured and supported inquiry
to less supported, placing more decision making and design on the students (Lazonder &
Harmsen, 2016). Research on IBL is vast and covers a wide variety of grade levels and subject
27

matter. Overall, studies have shown that the effects of IBL, when done correctly and with
students receiving the proper support and guidance, are more effective than traditional, teachercentered approaches to instruction resulting in greater student achievement (Lazonder &
Harmsen, 2016). Furthermore, research has shown that IBL helps students develop historical
thinking skills along with different types of thinking skills necessary for citizenship in a
democracy (Barton & Avery, 2016; Wineburg, 2001). Because of the positive implications of
IBL, there has been a shift to more inquiry based instruction over the last two decades, including
within social studies education (Levy et al., 2013; NCSS, 2013a).
Disciplined Inquiry
Disciplined inquiry, derived from the disciplinary approach to teaching, focuses on
students as the creator of new knowledge while learning and then utilizing the accepted
frameworks and skills within a given disciple (Saye, 2017). It forces students to become more
active and engaged in the construction of knowledge as they play a larger role in asking
questions and seeking solutions to problems within the world (Levstik & Barton, 2015; Saye,
2017). The theory of disciplined inquiry has been adopted in social studies education in which
students are asked to create meaningful intellectual work, clearly moving beyond the traditional
characterization of social studies as broad survey classes with limited depth of understanding
(King et al., 2015; Saye, 2017). According to King et al. (2015), the construction of knowledge,
via disciplined inquiry, requires students to use prior disciplinary knowledge, aspire for an indepth understanding of knowledge that can help them “grapple with the complexities of specific
problems”, and use elaborative communication to express their ideas and findings (p. 56).
Furthermore, the activities students complete should have value beyond school, it should help
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prepare them for the roles required of them as an active citizen within their community (King et
al., 2015).
The College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework
In order to create more meaningful social studies education within K-12 schools, several
different programs/models have been created, like iCivics, Educating for Democracy and the
College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework. This study uses the C3 Framework as the
guiding model for the development of the SSTES considering those involved in the writing of it
and the literature used within in it represents the current best practices in social studies
education. Furthermore, since its publication, the C3 Framework has been adopted, in whole or
part, by about half of the states within the country.
Using disciplined inquiry as its keystone the NCSS (2013a) published the C3 Framework
to provide guidance for enhancing state social studies standards and to strengthen social studies
instruction in order to better prepare students for college, career, and an engaging civic life. The
NCSS, founded in 1921, is the largest professional association in the United States dedicated
solely to social studies education; its mission is to provide support and advocate for high-quality
social studies (NCSS, n.d.). The framework was written in alignment with the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS: NCSS, 2013a) and helps clarify disciplinary literacy in social studies,
which is used throughout the CCSS, as well as how these literacies should be carried out within
social studies classrooms (NCSS, 2013a; NCSS, 2013b; NCSS, 2014). The C3 Framework was
written by experts in academic disciplines and social studies educators in collaboration with
classroom teachers, state social studies education leaders, and representatives from professional
organizations. And though published by the NCSS, the C3 Framework was a collaborative effort
of 15 different organizations.
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Though acknowledging the importance of specific content, the C3 Framework does not
offer any direction nor include content standards. Instead, it focuses on disciplinary structures
and tools as well as modes of thinking within disciplines to “support students as they develop the
capacity to know, analyze, explain, and argue about interdisciplinary challenges in our social
world” (NCSS, 2013a, p.6). The framework emphasizes not just what students should know, but
what they should be able to do because of their social studies education (Blevins et al., 2014).
The C3 Framework, though, is not intended as an exhaustive list of all things that should be
taught in social studies curriculum but is, rather, a framework for how to best organize and
design a meaningful curriculum within social studies classrooms. In order to achieve this, the C3
Framework uses an inquiry arc to help students learn social studies content. Not only does this
approach to learning social studies develop a deeper understanding of social studies content but it
further prepares students for the demands of college-level social studies courses along with the
critical thinking and problem solving skills necessary in the workforce while emphasizing
continued civic engagement.
The Inquiry Arc, “a set of interlocking and mutually reinforcing ideas,” of the C3
Framework includes four dimensions of inquiry in social studies (NCSS, 2013a, p. 17). The four
dimensions are: 1. Developing questions and planning inquiries; 2. Applying disciplinary
concepts and tools; 3. Evaluating sources and using evidence; and 4. Communicating
conclusions and taking informed action. Each of the four dimensions are further divided into
several subcategories which provide additional details about the concepts and skills that students
should master by different grade levels. The concepts and skills build from one grade level
benchmark to the next so that by the time students complete high school they should have a deep
understanding of social studies skills and concepts.
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Dimension 1: Developing Questions and Planning Inquiries
At the heart of inquiry is questioning (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Grant et al., 2017; Levstik
& Barton, 2015; NCSS, 2013a; Swan et al., 2015). Social studies content embodies such rich
arrays of facts, concepts, and generalizations and the way to connect it all together, as the C3
Framework points out, is through compelling and supporting questions (NCSS, 2013a).
Questioning both frames and then advances inquiry (Grant et al., 2017; NCSS, 2013a; Saye,
2017). Dimension 1 calls on teachers to develop and help students learn to craft both compelling
and supporting questions—the first two subcategories within the dimension. Compelling
questions focus on enduring issues within social studies that draws upon multiple disciples; they
require students to make interpretations and apply disciplinary concepts to create arguments in
response to the question. On the other hand, supporting questions consist of facts, definitions,
and generally agreed upon notions within social studies that help students develop their claims to
the compelling question. Considering questions are merely the starting point, the last subcategory
of Dimension 1 is determining sources that will help students answer their questions while taking
into consideration multiple points of view, types of sources, and how to potentially use the
source (NCSS, 2013a).
Dimension 2: Applying Disciplinary Concepts and Tools
Dimension 2 delves into the four core disciplines of social studies—civics, economics,
geography, and history. These four disciplines offer unique ways of thinking and organizing
information; thus, this dimension focuses on the concepts and skills, not content, needed within
each of these domains to fully understand them as unique disciplines. It is through these ideas
that students should frame their inquiries (NCSS, 2013a).
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The C3 Framework provides additional subcategories for each of the four core
disciplines, again providing greater detail to the concepts and skills targeted within the
discipline. Civics comprises three subcategories (NCSS, 2013a). First, Civic and Political
Institutions highlight the importance of understanding key institutions of society and the
principles they are intended to reflect (Budano, 2012; Center for Civic Education, 2010). Second,
Participation and Deliberation aims at developing an understanding for both the principles and
virtues that should guide official institutions and interactions among citizens; learning about
these principles and virtues comes in the form of facts but understanding these virtues and
applying them comes from civic engagement. Civic engagement can be understood by students
through their own activism or by learning about that of others (Kahne & Sports, 2008; Torney,
2002). Lastly, Process, Rules, and Laws require students to understand public problems and how
society and the government addresses them eventually leading to students participating in
defining public problems and taking informed action to address them (Budano, 2012; Center for
Civic Education, 2010).
Economics is divided into four subcategories. The first subcategory is Economic
Decision Making which requires students to analyze the benefits, costs, and incentives that
prompt people to make economic decisions (Council for Economic Education, 2010; Miller &
VanFossen, 2008). The second subcategory is Exchange and Markets; this asks students to
analyze the exchange of goods and services as well as the role of markets within these
exchanges. Additionally, students compare the costs and benefits that governments consider
when contemplating taking action within a market and how effective these decisions have been
in the past (Council for Economic Education, 2010; Miller & VanFossen, 2008). Next, The
National Economy elicits students to develop an understanding of fiscal policies, fluctuating
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states of the economy, and ways to increase standards of living (Council for Economic
Education, 2010; Miller & VanFossen, 2008). Finally, The Global Economy asks students to
analyze global trade, interdependency caused by it, and how trends in the global economy impact
different nations (Council for Economic Education, 2010; Miller & VanFossen, 2008).
The four subcategories in geography include Geographic Representations: Spatial Views
of the World which requires students to not only create maps and use geospatial technologies but
to then use these representations to explain and analyze various relationships and patterns of
cultural and environmental characteristics (Bednarz et al., 2010; Bednarz et al., 2013; Heffron &
Downs, 2012; Segall & Helfenbein, 2008). Next, Human-Environment Interaction: Place,
Regions, and Culture asks students to analyze the reciprocal relationship between humans and
their environments (Bednarz et al., 2010; Bednarz et al., 2013; Heffron & Downs, 2012; Segall
& Helfenbein, 2008). The third subcategory of geography is Human Population: Spatial Patterns
and Movement. This concept requires students to analyze the movement of people and goods
along with the influences and ramifications of these movements in regard to environments and
spatial patterns (Bendarz, 1997; Bednarz et al., 2010; Bednarz et al., 2013; Heffron & Downs,
2012; Segall & Helfenbein, 2008). Lastly, Global Interconnectedness prompts students to
develop an understanding for the complex spatial patterns that exist and how resources and
catastrophes can impact different regions of the world as well as cause cooperation and/or
conflict among them (Bednarz et al., 2010; Bednarz et al., 2013; Heffron & Downs, 2012; Segall
& Helfenbein, 2008).
Finally, history is also divided into four subcategories starting with Change, Continuity,
and Context. This concept asks students to develop an understanding of change and continuity
throughout times and places, along with unique circumstances that shaped different historical
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events, and the significance of how historical actions and events are shaped by historical context
(Bain, 2010; Barton, 2008; Reisman, 2012; van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 2001). In
the second subcategory, Perspectives, students are asked to form an understanding of different
perspectives and points of view and how modern interpretations shape our understanding of the
past (Bain, 2010; Barton, 2008; Reisman, 2012; van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 2001).
Next students are prompted to evaluate the relevance and credibility of different primary and
secondary historical sources in Historical Sources and Evidence. Lastly, in the concept of
Causation and Argumentation students must analyze the multiple, complex causes and effects of
events as well as use relevant historical sources to develop an argument about the past and
critique the historical accuracy of secondary sources (Bain, 2010; Barton, 2008; Reisman, 2012;
van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 2001).
Dimension 3: Evaluating Sources and Using Evidence
In the third dimension of the C3 Framework students develop the skills needed to find
and evaluate sources and then use the evidence to create a claim about their inquiry. The two
subcategories, Gathering and Evaluating Sources and Developing Claims and Using Evidence,
highlight the skills students need to find credible sources and then use them to support their
claims while also pointing out the limitations to their claims (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Levstik &
Barton, 2015; NCSS, 2013a; Saye, 2017; Swan et al., 2015).
Dimension 4: Communicating Conclusions and Taking Informed Action
The Inquiry Arc culminates with students sharing their conclusions through activities that
align with the goals of college and career readiness. Additionally, students should also have the
opportunity for and practice of civic engagement (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Levstik & Barton,
2015; NCSS, 2013a; Saye, 2017; Swan et al., 2015). The three subcategories within this
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dimension are: Communicating Conclusions, Critiquing Conclusions, and Taking Informed
Actions. Students should not only be able to successfully communicate conclusions about their

Table 2: The C3 Framework
Dimension 1: Developing
Questions and Planning
Inquiries

Dimension 2: Applying
Disciplinary Tools





Construct Compelling Questions
Construct Supporting Questions
Determine Helpful Resources
Civics





Civic and Political Institutions
Participation and Deliberation
Processes, Rules, and Law

Economics






Economic Decision Making
Exchange and Markets
The National Economy
The Global Economy





Geographic Representations
Human-Environment Interaction
Human Population: Spatial Patterns and
Movements
Global Interconnectedness: Changing Spatial
Patterns

Geography



History






Change, Continuity, and Context
Perspectives
Historical Sources and Evidence
Causation and Argumentation

Dimension 3: Evaluating
Sources and Using Evidence




Gathering and Evaluating Sources
Developing Claims and Using Evidence

Dimension 4:
Communicating Conclusions
and Taking Informed Action





Communicating Conclusions
Critiquing Conclusions
Taking Informed Action

NCSS, 2013a
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inquiry but also critique conclusions in their use of evidence and reasoning. Furthermore,
considering social studies offers a unique opportunity to allow students to prepare for civic life,
students should use the skills and knowledge they gained throughout the different disciplines to
seek out and understand problems, deliberate options and strategies for addressing the problem,
and then using democratic strategies to decide and take action to bring about a solution (Kahne &
Sports, 2008). Informed action can take place within the classroom, at the school level, or within
a larger out-of-school community. Despite where the informed action takes place, though,
students then have the experience of civic engagement thus better preparing them for civic life in
a democracy (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Kahne & Sports, 2008; NCSS, 2013a; Swan et al., 2015).
The C3 Framework in Classrooms
The C3 Framework presents a way in which social studies curriculum can be designed to
provide students with meaningful, engaging experiences that develop their sense of active
citizenship. With the marginalization of social studies—reduced instructional time at the
elementary level, narrowing of curriculum, and loss of resources and support—due to highstakes testing less students are receiving a high quality social studies education (Herczog, 2013;
Lee, 2013; NCSS, 2013b). The C3 Framework, in accordance with CCSS, provides opportunities
for educators to change this trend through the use of disciplinary literacies. With inquiry at the
heart of the framework, it works to ensure that students are active and engaged, thus developing
a deeper understanding of the content and modes of thinking required within the disciplines.
Furthermore, with the added emphasis on informed action students learn how to be responsible
citizens, which leads to more involvement in demarcation functions, like voting and participating
on juries, as adults (NCSS, 2013b). With these ever ambitious goals of the C3 Framework,
researchers and teachers, alike, have begun reporting on the use of it within classrooms and have
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found that even the youngest students have success with it. The following sections will highlight
the studies that have taken place in elementary, middle school, and high school classrooms and
have been reported in literature; the studies are inclusive of all the literature that I am aware of
that pertain to the C3 Framework and classroom use. As Saye (2017) points out the scarcity of
inquiry in classrooms has led to the limited studies; however, of the literature that does exist, the
results are promising.
The C3 Framework in the Elementary Level
With the adoption and incorporation of the C3 Framework by different states, a growing
body of literature has been published analyzing the impact of the C3 Inquiry model with even the
youngest students. Casey (2020) recently reported her findings pertaining to the use of a C3 unit
and prekindergarten (preK) students. In a class of eleven four-year-olds their teacher, along with
the help of the researcher, engaged them in a landmark inquiry; for the sake of students’ social
and emotional needs it was determined that the unit would only last as long as the students
showed interest in learning more. As the school was situated near a college campus in which
students were to attend a walking field trip, the compelling question students had to answer was
“Which is your favorite landmark on the college campus?” (Casey, 2020, pp. 10).
The goal of this inquiry was to help develop a “foundation for geographical understanding,
including how to use landmarks to find their way to a destination” (Casey, 2020, pp.9). First,
through the use of multiple resources, students began building an understanding of landmarks in
which they quickly began noticing and sharing landmarks within their own lives. Students then
worked through additional supporting questions through their walking field trips, image analysis,
and an interview with a family member about the family member’s favorite landmark. Students
had such excitement about the activity that several interviewed their entire family. The unit
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culminated with students using air-dry clay to sculpt their favorite landmarks which were on
display during a gallery night. During the gallery night, students explained parts of their
landmarks to their families and answered questions about why the landmarks were their favorite
(Casey, 2020).
Not only did students exhibit excitement about this unit they also demonstrated a
development of geographical understandings and skills they could continue to use. One specific
situation was highlighted to support this claim: one morning their breakfast had not yet been
delivered and as students began getting hungry one said that they could walk to the student union
to get food. When the teacher asked how they would find their way, students proceeded to
respond that they would use landmarks and even began discussing the route they would take
(Casey, 2020). This study supports that the C3 Framework can benefit and have success with
even the youngest learners.
In another study, Young & Miner (2015) discuss the use of biography breaks with two
different elementary classes as a way to enhance inquiry about social studies topics. Using
picture book biographies exposes students to informational text in a manner, though, that helps
them see historical figures as real people and provides a “natural link between historical contexts
of people, places, and events” and the inquiry-based standards (Young & Miner, 2015, pp. 313).
In a first grade classroom, the teacher read several different picture books about Martin Luther
King, Jr. to the class. The class worked together to develop and answer questions about King.
Through this activity and the discussions that ensued, students not only learned about King but
also had experience examining and evaluating sources.
In a third grade classroom, students were exposed to Cesar Chavez through two picture
book biographies. Using the biographies students not only focused on Chavez’s work but also
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the context and unique circumstances of the time, including discrimination and economic
hardships faced by migrant workers, as well as recognizing different perspectives and using
evidence from both books to make their own claims (Young & Miner, 2015). Ms. Gutierrez, the
teacher, also shared similar biographies of other people who had made a difference in their
communities, which led to civics-based discussions about how regular people can make a
difference. Guiding her students to take informed action, Ms. Gutierrez encouraged them to
inquire about problems within their own community. In doing so, students decided to host a book
drive for a local homeless shelter. Students wrote letters asking for book donations, others used
their own money to purchase books from Scholastic Book Club, and teachers in the school
offered to use their Scholastic points to purchase books for the drive. The book drive was so
successful that they were distributed to the homeless shelter, a women’s shelter, and a local food
bank. In this unit students learned not just that one person can make a difference but that they
can be that person who makes a difference. They “engaged in civic processes by inquiring into
public problems, deliberating about potential solutions, and taking constructive, independent, and
collaborative action” (Young & Miner, 2015, pp. 318).
The findings from these two studies are not exclusive. Long (2013), an elementary school
principal, had the ability to see the C3 Framework used early on through a civics lesson with first
graders. He reported students “rose to every expectation...with joy and eagerness” and that even
a student who had not turned in a single written assignment all year was actively engaged in
interviewing him (Long, 2013, pp. 344). At an elementary school in Kent, Ohio, inquiry is built
into all classes; when the school emphasized inquiry lessons in social studies students rose to the
challenge to develop understanding and take action to solve problems within their communities
(Anderson Knapp & Hopkins, 2018). Kindergarten students who participated in an economics
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unit about needs and wants wrote letters, made posters and held a toy-drive for students who did
not have their wants met. Second graders advocated for saving bees and planted a garden. Fourth
grade students studied homelessness and then investigated their own questions about it and
developed action plans for how to educate others about homelessness. Throughout the school
teachers reported “an unprecedented level of interest from students” (Anderson Knapp &
Hopkins, 2018, p.12)
The C3 Framework not only has shown high levels of student engagement, develop a
deep understanding of content and skills, and encourage informed action with young students but
has also done so for both middle and high school students as well.
The C3 Framework in Middle Schools and High Schools
Using the C3 Framework with his middle school students, Hustvedt (2017, pp. 380)
guided his students through an inquiry based lesson, answering the compelling question “How
can middle school students engage in civic discussion and take public action?” Through the
lesson, students looked at the components of responsible citizenship by reading some of the
founding documents of the U.S. and learning about ways ordinary citizens can take action.
Students then had to seek out and select a problem at the local, state, or national level that
interested them. They were tasked with determining the level of government most involved with
the problem, identifying two sides of the issue and writing an argumentative paper making their
own claim with support from multiple viewpoints, and then identify a potential solution to the
problem. After completing these formal assessments and developing a deeper understanding for
these complex issues, students then wrote to elected officials advocating their issues (Hustvedt,
2017).
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Hustvedt (2017) reported that student reflections at the end of the project revealed a
growth in understanding of the roles of a responsible citizen and the importance of being
informed. He also reported that because students choose their own issues even those “who
sometimes struggle to complete their work kept at their tasks” (Hustvedt, 2017, p. 382).
Furthermore, students were surprised when they began receiving letters back from the elected
officials they wrote to. Although some officials sent form letters, state senators and
representatives along with other local officials took the time to send individual replies. In several
cases in which the elected official disagreed with the student’s position, students sent follow-up
letters. Other students were invited to in-person meetings with elected officials; the mayor of the
town came to the school and met with students. The experience was one of informed action that
led students to continue their civic engagement beyond their assignment. Students not only
learned ways to participate in their democracy but that elected officials are interested in hearing
from people, even if they cannot vote yet (Hustvedt, 2017).
At another middle school, two teachers engaged in an inquiry based unit that culminated
in an activity called Dinner with Democracy 2.0 (McAvoy et al., 2020) in which students,
parents, and other family members engaged in political discussion. In class, students prepared for
the night by learning about controversial topics, developing questions, and creating shortened
versions of Ted Talks to introduce the topics. Additionally, students helped organize the event,
generate a list of ice-breakers, and then model the accepted norms during discussion. Through
these discussions students demonstrated their knowledge of topics as well as added to the
development of students’ abilities to listen and discuss with those who they disagreed with, and
applied what they learned to current, controversial issues. McAvoy et al. (2020) reported that
parents were surprised by how well the middle schoolers were able to engage in the topics and

41

that students learned they could talk about issues with adults as well as felt heard. This reinforces
the idea that “young people ‘have a powerful voice and can have an impact on what [is] going on
around them’” (McAvoy et al., 2020, pp. 293).
In yet another example of inquiry based learning at the middle and high school level,
Turk & Brensilver Berman (2018) discussed the use of Project Based Learning (PBL), which
connects to all dimensions of the C3 Framework, to teach middle and high school students about
the Civil Rights Movement. Through a series of activities, discussions, and sharing of
information students developed an understanding of the causes, actions and effects of the civil
rights movement specifically focusing on the organizations of the movement. At the end of the
unit, students completed a project in which they took the knowledge they learned from the past
and applied it to problems they saw within their own communities. Students selected a problem
that interested them and then using research students created posters and pamphlets to
disseminate information along with potential solutions and ways that individuals can work to
help solve it. Turk & Brensilver Berman (2018, pp. 39) reported that over the years of teaching
this PBL unit student engagement was always extremely high and it had “sticking power” as
students performed well on questions pertaining to the Civil Rights Movement on the New York
State Regents Exam and the Advanced Placement US History exam. Additionally, they reported
that students have attested to their enjoyment and engagement with the unit even years after
having completed it which only adds to the notion that this unit was a meaningful and
transformational experience for students (Turk & Brensilver, 2018).
Teachers’ use of Inquiry Based Instruction
The C3 Framework was developed in order to help define the necessary skills for a
meaningful social studies education and improve social studies instruction. The skills address the
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interdisciplinary nature of the social studies while also maintaining the unique modes of thinking
within each core discipline. Use of the C3 Framework has been found in social studies standards
throughout the country as researchers have begun completing studies that focus on the use of it
within classrooms of varying levels and disciplines (Hansen et al., 2018). Despite this, we do not
know the extent of social studies teachers’ capabilities to carry out inquiry based instruction.
Similar to the above studies highlighting teacher use of the C3 Framework, additional
studies have corroborated the findings that some social studies teachers use inquiry-based,
student-centered instructional strategies. For example research has highlighted social studies
educators’ use of historical inquiry (VanSledright, 2010), authentic social studies (King et al.,
2015), and culturally relevant teaching strategies (Martell, 2013: Martell & Stevens, 2019).
Sabzalian et al. (2019) discusses educators' use of culturally relevant social studies teaching to
encourage elementary students to analyze and re-conceptualize notions of citizenship and power
through indigenous studies. Although these studies are encouraging, they are smaller, qualitative
studies that do not necessarily represent the larger community of educators. Large-scale research
focusing on social studies educators’ instructional practices, overall, do not reflect such use of
student-centered teaching.
Research has shown that social studies teachers continue to use didactic, teacher-centered
instructional practices. Analyzing results from the National Survey of Social Studies Teachers
Knowles and Theobald (2013) reported that many social studies teachers continue to use
traditional, teacher-centered approaches and that there is a disproportionate use of collaborative
and reflective practices in advanced placement classes. Therefore, the majority of students who
are in general education classes are much more likely to receive traditional instruction which
does not prepare them well for civic life. Related findings have been reported in other studies as
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well. For instance, in another national survey of 3,557 social studies teachers, Knowles et al.
(2020) reported that lecture was the most used instructional strategy among teachers.
Furthermore, in a study conducted with 512 students in Eighth and 11th grade U.S. History
courses, in a diverse location, the most common instructional practice student reported
experiencing was lecture (Wanzek et al., 2015). Thacker and colleagues (2017) also reported that
although teachers, overall, had an understanding and were aware of the benefits of inquiry
methods in social studies, their instructional practices more often than not did not align with the
C3 Framework. Furthermore, Wiens and colleagues (2020) used responses from U.S. social
studies teachers to the Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) regarding
instructional practices. Wiens and colleagues (2020) corroborated the findings of the above
studies in that social studies teachers use teacher-centered instructional practices more often than
student-centered ones. Building on the work of these studies and to further assess the extent to
which social studies teachers feel confident in carrying out specific dimensions and concepts
found in the C3 Framework, analyzing teacher self-efficacy can shed light on these continued
trends in social studies education.
Importance of Teacher Self-Efficacy
Teacher self-efficacy is a teacher’s belief that they have the capacity “to bring about
desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those students who may be
difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 783). Teacher self-efficacy is a
multidimensional construct in which teachers’ perceived strengths can vary between differing
teaching tasks, students, and even over time (Bullock et al., 2015; Goddard et al., 2000;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). In the ever used Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES),
created by Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001), TSE is treated as a three-factor construct: self-
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efficacy of classroom management, instructional practices, and student engagement. These
factors have shown reliability and construct validity multiple times across grade levels and
within several countries (Klassen et al., 2009; Taimalu & Oim, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001). Additionally, other researchers have developed self-efficacy scales for other dimensions
of teaching, including but not limited to multicultural classrooms (Siwatu, 2007), literacy
(Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011), technology (Sang et al., 2010), and inclusive practices
(Malinen et al., 2013). These scales further highlight the multidimensionality of TSE.
TSE can also change over time. As teachers gain experience in the classroom, they gain
mastery experiences, which can be an important contributing factor to a teacher’s sense of
efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Studies have corroborated this noting that novice teachers have a
lower sense of self-efficacy than those of veteran teachers (Bullock et al., 2015; Goddard et al.,
2000; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). According to Bullock et al.
(2015), novice teachers struggle with self-efficacy due to the fact that they have not had the
opportunity to face challenging situations in order to grow their self-efficacy. And although TSE
can be increased with experience, studies have also reported a decrease in TSE in later years of
teaching (Day & Gu, 2007; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Causes for the decline in TSE, motivation,
and effectiveness include additional workloads and paperwork along with increased stress from
their personal life (Day & Gu, 2007). Understanding the changing nature of TSE proves essential
since studies have shown significant relationships between TSE and multiple aspects of
education, emphasizing the importance of high perspectives of TSE.
Measuring Teacher Self-Efficacy
The first measure of teacher self-efficacy consisted of two questions situated within a
larger study conducted by the Rand Corporation in the 1970s (see Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
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2001). These two items were rooted in Rotter’s (1966) theory of locus of control and asked
teachers about their beliefs in their ability to bring about positive student outcomes (Dellinger et
al., 2008). Though only a small portion of this larger study, these two items had significant
implications for education. The Rand Corporation reported that teachers who believed they were
capable of affecting student achievement had greater success in teaching reading to minority
students (Armor et al., 1976) and teacher efficacy was a predictor of teachers continued use of
federally funded innovations after funding ended (Berman et al. 1977). Due to these findings,
this initial measurement was a catalyst for continued research in TSE (Dellinger, 2005; Dellinger
et al., 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy; 2001).
Notable TSE scales that derived from the early Rand studies include the Responsibility
for Student Achievement measure (Guskey, 1981), Teachers’ Locus of Control (Rose &
Medway’s, 1981) and The Webb Scale (Ashton et al., 1982). However, with the development of
Bandura’s (1977, 1986, 1997) social cognitive theory which distinguishes between outcome
expectancies (conceptually equivalent to Rotter’s locus of control) and efficacy expectations, the
extent to which an individual believes they have the ability to perform a certain task, refinements
to the original TSE scales began to take place (Dellinger, 2005; Dellinger et al., 2008;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy; 2001).
Using both concepts from the Rand studies and social cognitive theory Gibson and
Dembo (1984) developed the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES). The scale consisted of 30 items
which yielded two distinct factors labeled personal teaching efficacy and general teaching
efficacy and were assumed to reflect self-efficacy and outcome expectancy, respectively. Gibson
and Dembo’s (1984) TES was used by many researchers through the 1990s but due to construct
and content validity faded from use (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Zee & Koomen, 2016).
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Additionally, researchers began conceptualizing TSE as task or context specific positing that
teachers’ sense of self-efficacy could vary based on the task, their students, or a specific situation
within the classroom (Zee & Koomen, 2016). Current TSE scales, therefore, represent TSE as a
multidimensional construct.
One of the most often used scales is the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
created by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001). TSES presents a three factor framework of TSE:
self-efficacy for classroom management, self-efficacy for instructional strategies, and selfefficacy for student engagement. TSE for classroom management relates to a teachers’ beliefs in
their ability to control disruptive behavior, create routines to keep activities running smoothly,
and make clear expectations for student behavior. TSE for instructional strategies relates to
teachers’ beliefs in their ability to gauge student comprehension of material, adjust lessons to
meet the individual needs of students, and use a variety of instructional strategies. TSE for
student engagement refers to teachers’ beliefs in their ability to motivate students, help students
believe they can do well in school, and foster student creativity (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001). In addition, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) created a long and short version of the
TSES. The long version consists of 24-items while the short version only has 12-items. Both
scales, however, use the same 9-point scale in which teachers identify on a continuum the extent
to which they feel they can perform a specific task. The scale is anchored with the notations
“nothing, very little, some influence, quite a bit, a great deal.” Research has noted satisfactory
reliability and construct validity for both the 24-item and 12-item TSES across grade levels and
countries (Klassen et al., 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
In addition to the three-dimensional scale, researchers have developed self-efficacy scales
for other dimensions of teaching, including but not limited to multicultural classrooms (Siwatu,
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2007), literacy (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011), technology (Sang et al., 2010), and
inclusive practices (Malinen et al., 2013). These scales further highlight the multidimensionality
of TSE.
Since the first measures of TSE came about in the 1970s by the Rand Corporation
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), there has been no shortage in studies analyzing the
relationship between TSE and varying aspects of the classroom environment, impact on students,
and teachers’ well-being. Along with studies that have postulated a causal relationship between
TSE and both student and teacher-level outcomes, some studies have also proposed indirect
relationships between TSE and desired outcomes, in accordance with the reciprocal relationships
found in social cognitive theory (Granziera & Perera, 2019). Through these multitude of studies,
TSE has proven to play an important role in teachers’ classroom practices, student outcomes, and
teachers’ overall well-being.
Significance of TSE for Classroom Practices and Student Outcomes
Though not the only indicator, student achievement is a significant indicator in the
effectiveness of teachers. A teacher’s self-efficacy can relate to their ability to be an effective
teacher, which in turn, can impact student achievement (Holzberger et al., 2014; Guo et al.,
2012). Despite the effectiveness of given instructional practices, not all teachers feel they are
capable of carrying out such tasks. Teachers who have higher levels of self-efficacy attempt
different instructional strategies, experiment with instruction, and are more organized in both
their classroom and instruction which results in more effective lessons (Allinder, 1994; Thoonen
et al., 2010; Weshan, 2012). Highly efficacious teachers are also more likely to perceive new
instructional strategies as more important and in line with their own practices along with more
frequently implementing subject-specific instructional strategies (Lee et al., 2013). High TSE

48

has also been associated with increased goal setting for students along with more rigorous goal
setting (Allinder, 1995). Furthermore, high efficacious teachers are more likely to use
constructivist and learner centered teaching strategies while low efficacious teachers tend to use
more traditional, teacher centered approaches; learner centered instruction often engages students
and piques their interest, leading to increased learning, than more didactic forms of instruction
(Temiz & Topcu, 2013).
Teachers’ self-efficacy extends to practices outside the classroom as well. High TSE also
positively correlates to collaboration suggesting that teachers with high self-efficacy work with
their colleagues to use data for decision making (Dunn et al., 2013). Moreover, in a study with
over 300 Dutch elementary teachers (serving students aged 4-12) using structural equation
modeling, Geijsel et al. (2009), reported that highly efficacious teachers more frequently
participated in professional learning activities. Professional learning activities included
reflective practices, remaining up-to-date, and changing practices, which then included trying
new strategies and changing their practices to encourage process-oriented student learning.
Although other variables were included in the model, teacher efficacy was the only one to
directly relate to all three professional learning activities (Geijsel et al., 2009).
Not only do instructional strategies affect student learning but the ways in which teachers
organize and manage classes and the extent of their inclusiveness can further hinder or help
improve student achievement. When a teacher has higher self-efficacy, they are often more
equipped to handle the difficulties of teaching and are more resilient in the face of everyday
challenges such as classroom behavior (Almog & Shechtman, 2007). As well as their ability to
maintain classroom behavior, teachers with high self-efficacy are better equipped at controlling
disruptive behavior and creating a routine that keeps instruction on track (Aloe et al., 2014;
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Dicke et al, 2014; Hong, 2012; Yost, 2006). In a study of over 1,000 preservice teachers during
their practical training, Dicke et al. (2014) found that teachers with low self-efficacy struggled
with classroom management and reported more behavior incidents, which then related to
emotional exhaustion and feelings of being emotionally drained. On the other hand, preservice
teachers who had higher levels of self-efficacy had fewer behavioral disturbances (Dicke et al.,
2014). Teachers with high self-efficacy have also shown to cope better with difficult behaviors
like low student achievement and hyperactivity (Almog & Shechtman, 2007) and to use more
positive strategies—increasing desired behavior as opposed to punishing undesirable
behaviors—along with proactive behavioral management strategies (Emmer & Hickman, 1991).
Teachers with high self-efficacy also provide more positive and supportive classrooms than those
with low self-efficacy (Guo et al., 2012). Furthermore, in studies conducted with high school
teachers, research has pointed to associations among high self-efficacy and citizenship behaviors
of teachers like courtesy and conscientiousness adding to the literature that efficacious teachers
create supportive environments within their classrooms (Bogler & Somech, 2004; Ngidi, 2012).
Teachers who possess high self-efficacy have also been shown to be more inclusive in
their practices, view students as less problematic, and have less anxiety about teaching students
with disabilities than those with low self-efficacy (Egyed & Short, 2006; Zee & Koomen, 2016).
Additionally, Egyed and Short’s (2006) study of 106 elementary teachers suggests that teachers
with low self-efficacy are more likely to refer problematic students to special education possibly
in an attempt to exclude them from their own classrooms. Not only do efficacious teachers tend
to respond more inclusively to their students, they are also more likely to accept interventions
provided for students (DeForest & Hughes, 1992 in Zee & Koomen, 2016).
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Considering student populations around the world continue to diversify and that in the
United States, since 2014, white students have accounted for less than 50 percent of all students
enrolled in public schools with the number projected to continue to decline until 2028 (National
Center for Education Statistics, n.d.), inclusion has extended in culturally diverse classrooms as
well. Research has shown the importance of connecting instruction to students’ lives and
scaffolding for English Language Learners (ELLs) (Jaffee & Yoder, 2019). In a study conducted
by Choi and Mao (2021), using data from the Teaching and Learning International Survey 2018,
they found that teachers who participated in a specific multicultural professional development
saw an increase in self-efficacy of multicultural classrooms that “adapts their teaching to cultural
diversity of students, helps students cooperate with diverse peers, raises awareness of differences
coming from cultural, racial, and national backgrounds, and reduces stereotypes about racial
groups” (p. 9). When classroom environments are perceived as caring and mastery oriented by
the students, they have higher levels of self-efficacy themselves which encourages students
toward higher performance (Fast et al., 2010).
Teachers’ instructional practices, classroom management, and inclusive practices can all
lead to or prevent student growth and achievement. Multiple studies have shown time and again
that TSE positively relates to student achievement (Guo et al., 2012; Hines, 2008; TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2001; Zee & Koomen, 2016). Hines (2008) conducted a study with 302 seventh
grade math students (39% African American, 32% Hispanic, 29% Caucasin) in a low
socioeconomic, high performing middle school in southeastern Texas; 163 students had teachers
with high self-efficacy and 139 students had teachers with low self-efficacy as measured by a
modified version of Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale. Hines (2008) reported that students
who had teachers with high self-efficacy had earned higher test scores than students with low
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efficacious teachers; scores from the mathematics portion of the Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills were used as the outcome variable. In addition, Guo et al. (2012) reported
similar findings, using data from a larger longitudinal study, pertaining to over 1,000 fifth grade
students and literacy skills; students who had teachers with high self-efficacy had stronger
literacy skills than their peers who had inefficacious teachers. Even more consistently predicted
by TSE is that of student motivation which includes student engagement, students’ own sense of
self-efficacy, school investment, and goal orientation (Pan, 2014; Thoonen et al., 2011). In a
study with 462 physical education teachers and over 2,500 students, Pan (2014) reported that
TSE had “a positive direct influence on learning motivation, learning atmosphere, and learning
satisfaction” (p. 88). Additionally, in a short term longitudinal study of over 400 elementary
students in 63 schools, Zee & Koomen (2021) reported that students with high efficacious
teachers were found to have higher levels of engagement than their peers with low efficacious
teachers.
TSE plays an important role in teachers’ ability to successfully run their classroom in an
organized, supportive, and inclusive manner which has shown to lead to increases in student
achievement and motivation, whether directly or indirectly. TSE, though, is also associated with
the well-being of teachers, themselves.
Significance of TSE on Teacher Well-Being
In addition to positive relationships between TSE, classroom practices, and student
outcomes, higher perceived self-efficacy has also been linked to higher levels of teacher wellbeing. A key aspect of teacher well-being is that of teacher burnout. Teacher burnout can include
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a decreased sense of personal accomplishment
(Van Droogenbroeck et al., 2021). Teachers who have high levels of burnout “may have fewer
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resources to be concerned about their students’ needs and may lack the energy needed” to handle
difficult situations or behavior problems (Egyed & Short, 2006, p. 464). Studies have
consistently found associations between TSE and teacher burnout, both at the overall and
specific dimensions of burnout (Brouwers et al., 2001; Dicke et al., 2014; Egyed & Short, 2006;
Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Sarıçam & Sakız, 2014; Wang et al., 2015). Egyed and Short (2006)
found an inverse relationship between in-service TSE and burnout dimensions; teachers with
higher TSE had less feelings of burnout (emotional exhaustion and depersonalization) and had a
higher sense of personal accomplishment. Those with lower perceived TSE had higher levels of
burnout and a lower sense of personal accomplishment. Similar findings from Wang et al.
(2015), Sarıçam and Sakız (2014), Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010), Dicke et al. (2014), and
Brouwers et al. (2001) corroborated those of Egyed and Short (2006) showing a consistency of
results for multiple countries and grade levels. Furthermore, in a study with 277 secondary
school teachers, Brouwers et al. (2001) noted that TSE and burnout have a reciprocal relationship
in which low levels of TSE reinforce burnout and vice versa.
Another area of teacher well-being that further emphasizes the importance of TSE is that
of teacher job satisfaction which is associated with greater performance. TSE has shown to have
a positive relationship with job satisfaction with teachers who have higher levels of self-efficacy
having a greater sense of satisfaction within their career (Klassen et al., 2009; Klassen & Chiu,
2010; Wang et al., 2015). On the other hand, teachers who have lower levels of satisfaction show
lower levels of commitment and are more likely to leave the field (Klassen & Chiu,
2010). Considering the multidimensionality of TSE, in a study with over 1,400 teachers across
varying grade levels, Klassen and Chiu (2010) reported that high levels of TSE for classroom
management and instructional strategies were associated with higher levels of job satisfaction;
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however, self-efficacy for student engagement did not have any significant relationship with job
satisfaction. In a recent study with almost 600 elementary and secondary teachers Granziera and
Perera (2019) found no direct relationship between TSE and job satisfaction; however, they did
suggest that there was a reciprocal and indirect relationship among TSE, job satisfaction, and
engagement. Findings showed that TSE was a positive indicator for engagement and teacher
engagement predicted higher levels of job satisfaction, which predicted higher levels of TSE
(Granziera & Perera, 2019).
Research studies have also pointed to the correlations between TSE and teachers’
commitment to the field. Considering the teacher shortages felt by different areas of the country
and within different contents, along with the drop in teacher education enrollment, commitment
and retention within teaching is needed (Sutcher et al., 2016). Teachers who have more selfefficacy feel more committed to teaching while those with lower levels of TSE have greater
intentions to quit (Klassen & Chiu, 2011; Wang et al., 2015). In a one-year study conducted with
preservice teachers, Pfitzner-Eden (2016) found that changes in TSE during preservice teachers’
practicum, as opposed to during their coursework, affected their intentions to quit teaching.
Preservice teachers who saw a decrease in their TSE, most importantly that of student
engagement, showed an increase in their intention to quit.
Along with the above areas of teacher well-being, TSE has also been connected to the
physical well-being and mental health of teachers. In a study of 523 elementary, secondary, and
junior college teachers, Wang et al. (2015) reported that teachers who have higher levels of selfefficacy in student engagement and classroom management report less frequent symptoms of
illnesses (along with higher job satisfaction and lower burnout) than those with lower levels of
TSE in these dimensions. Additionally, in a study with 258 high school teachers, Capone &
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Petrillo (2018, pp. 1763) reported positive relationships among TSE and mental health, including
depression, proposing that “boosting teachers’ confidence in their capability [is] essential for
increasing the overall well-being and probably improve the performance of the school.”
Teachers’ well-being not only impacts the teacher but can have an effect on their
students’ as well. Teachers who have high levels of burnout, who are emotionally exhausted,
depressed, have low job satisfaction, and are considering quitting can lead to a lack of the
emotional and physiological resources needed to handle the tasking situations they face every
day (Egyed & Short, 2006). Considering studies have consistently found that teachers who have
higher levels of self-efficacy have an overall better sense of well-being further highlights the
importance of TSE.
Domain-Specific TSE Scales
“Scales of perceived self-efficacy must be tailored to the particular domain of functioning
that is the object of interest” (Bandura, 2006b, p. 307-308). Considering the multidimensionality
of TSE and concepts of PDK, researchers have sought to extend beyond general pedagogy selfefficacy and have developed self-efficacy scales for domain-specific tasks. One of the most used
domain-specific self-efficacy scales is the Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument (STEBI)
which was developed to measure elementary teachers' science efficacy (Riggs & Enochs, 1990).
There are two versions of the STEBI; the STEBI-A is designed to measure self-efficacy of inservice teachers whereas the STEBI-B is used to measure self-efficacy of preservice teachers.
Both scales include 25 items and are measured on a 5-point Likert-scale with respondents
choosing one of the following options: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, and strongly
disagree. Additionally, both scales identify two-factors; in accordance with Gibson and Dembo
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(1984) the factors include personal science teaching efficacy and science teaching outcome
expectancies (Riggs & Enochs, 1990).
After the initial adaptation of the STEBI for pre-service teachers, Rubeck and Enochs
(1991 in Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) altered the scale to analyze self-efficacy of chemistry
teaching, as opposed to general science. They found that among middle-school science teachers
self-efficacy to teach science and chemistry were correlated with teacher preference of the two.
Higher self-efficacy correlated to higher levels of preference in the given area. Additionally, selfefficacy for science was related to experiences taking science courses and teaching science
whereas self-efficacy for chemistry was related to experiences taking chemistry courses and
teaching chemistry (Rubeck & Enochs, 1991 in Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
This STEBI scale has not only been used countless times to measure general science selfefficacy and chemistry self-efficacy but it has also been modified for mathematics (Enochs et al.,
2010), geography (Gao, 2011), and environmental education (Moseley et al., 2016) to name a
few. One criticism of the STEBI and its adaptations is that the scale only offers a global view of
self-efficacy in the respective domain and does not focus on different facets within each of the
domains (Handtke & Bogeholz, 2019). For instance, question 5 of the STEBI-B scale states “I
know the steps necessary to teach science concepts effectively.” (In adaptations of the scale
“science” has been replaced with the respective domain) which asks teachers about their global
perspective of science teaching self-efficacy (Riggs & Enochs, 1990, pp.25). This differs from
delving into a specific facet of science teaching or another domain specific concept.
Other scales have also sought to measure domain-specific self-efficacy. Researchers have
used modified versions of Tschannen-Moran & Hoy’s (2001) TSES to address domain-specific
self-efficacy in a similar fashion to the adaptations of the STEBI (Haverback & McNary, 2015).
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In an attempt to measure more subject-specific dimensions, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for
Literacy Instruction (TSELI), presents a multifaceted approach to literacy self-efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). The TSELI consists of 22-items pertaining to subjectspecific aspects of teaching literacy. Items included concepts like word study, meeting the needs
of both high ability and struggling readers, and use of different genres to name a few.
TSELI is measured on a 9-point scale consistent with the TSES and all 22-iems load onto
one single factor. Some of the findings from the study show a positive relationship between
having available resources and the ability to purchase books and self-efficacy of literacy
instruction. However, teaching experience was unrelated to self-efficacy beliefs. Also,
elementary teachers had higher levels of literacy instruction self-efficacy than middle school
teachers (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). Outside of literacy instruction self-efficacy, the
TSELI can prove to be a model for self-efficacy scales within other domains.
Social Studies Teacher Self-Efficacy
Research pertaining to self-efficacy in social studies and of social studies teachers
remains scarce (Haverback & McNary, 2015). Of the available research, several studies
primarily focus on preservice teachers in methods courses. A study conducted by Dundar (2015)
examined the relationship between elementary preservice teachers learning approaches in a
social studies method course and their self-efficacy (Dundar, 2015). The participants included
192 preservice teachers enrolled in a social studies methods course. The findings revealed that a
deep learning approach to the social studies methods course had a positive correlation to both
personal teaching efficacy beliefs and teaching outcome expectancy; on the other hand, a surface
learning approach negatively correlated to personal teaching beliefs and did not correlate with
teaching outcome expectancy (Dundar, 2015). The implications of this study suggest that teacher
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educators must find ways to develop deep learning among preservice teachers and recognize that
the ways in which students approach content is influenced by certain teacher-factors like
teaching strategies and evaluation.
Further adding to the literature of pre-service social studies teacher self-efficacy, Voet &
De Wever (2017) conducted a study with 36 pre-service history teachers during their student
teaching who enrolled in a 4-hour workshop pertaining to inquiry-based learning (IBL) in
history. After attending the workshop, preservice teachers had to develop IBL lessons to teach to
their students; the assignment was required for their program of study. Voet & De Wever (2017)
reported that pre-service teachers felt more efficacious to use IBL with their students after
attending the training. IBL teaching strategies have promising effects on students’ ability to learn
both content and disciplinary skills, therefore, teachers feeling more confident in conducting IBL
lessons with their students can lead to greater student achievement in social studies.
Although we can learn a great deal about teacher self-efficacy when studying preservice
teachers, we need to be cautious about the possibility of overconfidence, as opposed to selfefficacy, in some preservice teachers. According to Dass and Nichols (2019) a disconnect existed
between preservice teachers’ perceptions of their abilities and how their university supervisors
and mentor teachers viewed their abilities. Preservice teachers may have overconfidence,
especially if having a positive student teaching experience that can cause them to feel as if they
have high teaching abilities and may even cause them to assume they will face little difficulty in
the future.
Several studies have analyzed self-efficacy of in-service social studies teachers. Gao
(2011) used a modified version of the STEBI to evaluate secondary history/social studies teacher
self-efficacy to teach geography. In the Geography Teaching Efficacy Beliefs Inventory the term
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“science” was replaced with “geography” to reflect geography teaching beliefs. In total 77
teachers from two school districts in Virginia responded to the questionnaire. Overall, most
teachers reported that they believed they have the ability to teach geography and that they
believed their instruction influenced students’ ability to learn geography. Additionally, Gao
(2011) reported that professional development activities, teaching experience in geography, as
opposed to general teaching experience, and approved teacher licensure education programs
were significantly associated with geography self-efficacy. Though this study provides insight
into geography TSE, it does so for a general sense of self-efficacy as opposed to delving into
specific concepts within the field.
More recently, a study conducted by Calkins et al. (2020) used data from the 2018
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) to analyze the relationship of U.S. social
studies teachers’ initial teacher education (ITE) and their self-efficacy, with an emphasis on the
newly added construct of multicultural teacher self-efficacy. The study included responses from
a total of 240 teachers lower secondary social studies teachers (Grades 7-9), or approximately
10% of the entire number of participants surveyed for TALIS. Through the use of regression
analysis, Calkins et al. (2020) reported that content area training in social studies’ ITE had a
significant negative relationship to teacher self-efficacy; however, experience with general
pedagogy and teaching cross curricular skills had the greatest positive relationships to teacher
self-efficacy. This indicates that content courses, alone, are not enough to make a social studies
teacher feel prepared to teach. Furthermore, teachers reported feeling the least efficacious in
multicultural classrooms and the predictor variables had the greatest impact on this dimension of
TSE (as opposed to classroom management, student engagement, and instructional practices).
Considering the growing diversity within K-12 schools across the nation, this study emphasized
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the importance of preparing social studies teachers for multicultural classrooms both during their
teacher preparation program and through continued professional development. This study,
though important groundwork for the field, is limited to social studies teachers' efficacy of
general pedagogy as opposed to domain-specific self-efficacy (Calkins et al., 2020).
Both studies by Gao (2011) and Calkins et al. (2020) offer insight and, more importantly,
a foundation for future research into social studies TSE. Considering TSE has continually been
linked to more inclusive and organized classroom practices, greater student achievement, and
teacher well-being, including a greater commitment to the profession, having a deeper
understanding of social studies TSE can further advance the field. If we can begin to understand
where social studies teachers feel confident and/or areas in which they question their capabilities
we can better shape social studies teacher education programs and professional development to
meet the needs of social studies teachers to carry out high quality, meaningful social studies
teaching. Despite social studies teachers having an understanding of inquiry-based instruction
(Thacker et al., 2017) and the benefits that come from it many social studies teachers continue to
practice traditional, teacher-centered teaching strategies (Barton & Levstik, 2015; Lee, 2013;
Thacker et al., 2017; Wiens et al., 2020). Studying social studies TSE can provide insight into
the gap between response-outcome expectancies and efficacy expectancies (Bandura, 1977) and
can help fill the literature gap regarding reasons as to why social studies teachers continue to use
didactic teaching strategies as opposed to more inquiry-based instruction. This can then guide the
creation of professional development to provide opportunities for teachers to develop the
capabilities and self-efficacy to provide students with a meaningful social studies education that
prepares them for civic life.
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Conclusion
Social studies education has a unique position within K-12 education because it provides
students the opportunity to learn about and then develop the capacity to be active citizens in our
democracy (Herczog, 2013; Lee, 2013; NCSS, 2013b). In order for schools to help students
develop this capacity, though, they must receive a high-level, meaningful social studies
education. The C3 Framework represents the best practices within the field and provides a
framework for states and social studies educators to enhance social studies education to better
prepare students for college, careers, and an active civic life (NCSS, 2013a). Although many
states have adopted all or part of the C3 Framework into their social state standards and there are
many examples of teachers and students finding success using the inquiry-based approach to
social studies in the C3 Framework, large-scale studies are still finding that a majority of social
studies teachers employ more traditional, teacher-centered instructional strategies (Knowles et
al., 2020; Knowles & Theobald, 2013; Thacker et al., 2017; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wiens et al.,
2020). Thacker et al. (2017) even reported that this holds true when teachers are aware of the
benefits and strategies of inquiry-based instruction.
Using teacher self-efficacy as a framework in which to analyze this trend can lead to a
deeper understanding as to why large amounts of social studies teachers continue to use didactic
teaching styles. Teacher self-efficacy has many positive implications for both students and
teachers. High efficacy in teachers has been associated with greater student achievement
(Holzberger et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2012), varying instructional styles and more organization
(Allinder, 1994; Thoonen et al., 2010; Weshan, 2012), better classroom management (Almog &
Shechtman, 2007; Dicke et al., 2014), and providing more positive and inclusive classrooms
(Egyed & Short, 2006; Emmer & Hickman, 1991; Guo et al., 2012). Furthermore, teacher self-
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efficacy has been linked with teacher well-being (Brouwers et al., 2001; Dicke et al., 2014;
Egyed & Short, 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Sarıçam & Sakız, 2014; Wang et al., 2015)
and job satisfaction (Klassen et al., 2009; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Wang et al., 2015). Though
teacher self-efficacy has a stronghold in educational research, a gap in the literature exists when
considering social studies teachers’ self-efficacy. In order to fill this gap, this study seeks to
develop a reliable, valid, fair social studies self-efficacy scale. The Social Studies Teacher
Efficacy Scale (SSTES) is aligned with the dimensions of the C3 Framework in order to
determine which areas of social studies instruction teachers have the most/least efficacy, which
can then guide future professional development as well as shape social studies education
programs in order to bolster social studies teacher self-efficacy and move towards a more
meaningful, social studies education for all students.
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Chapter 3: Methods
The purpose of this study is to develop a reliable, valid, and fair scale to measure social
studies teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy. This chapter presents the methods that were used
to develop the Social Studies Teacher Efficacy Scale (SSTES) and to collect and analyze data for
this study. In order to develop the SSTES, four stages of development took place. Phase one
included content analysis of domain-specific tasks of teaching social studies for concept
clarification and item generation. This phase helped provide evidence of content validity (AREA,
2014; Furr & Bacharach, 2014; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Phase two consisted of an
expert panel review for revision and completion of item development, further supporting content
validity (AERA et al., 2014; Furr & Bacharach, 2014; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Phase
three consisted of a think-aloud with two social studies teachers to ensure participants interpreted
the survey items in the same way and in conjunction with the intended meaning of the items
(Martin et al., 2011). Phrase four consisted of the final distribution of the SSTES, along with
demographic questions, to social studies teachers. The participants were current secondary social
studies teachers (grades 6-12) from a large, urban school district located in southwestern United
States. The SSTES was distributed to participants via paper copies, mailed to the social studies
department chairs at each middle and high school in the district, as well as through district email
in which they received a link to the SSTES. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was utilized to
test the hypothesized model of dimensionality and correlational analysis was conducted to
measure reliability and validity of the SSTES. Factor analysis of individual groups were
conducted to test the fairness of the SSTES. Furthermore, regression equations were used to
evaluate what associations existed between teacher characteristics and their social studies self-
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efficacy. The following sections provide more details concerning the methods that were used in
this study.
Study Overview
Teacher self-efficacy has many important implications, for both student outcomes and
teacher well-being (Bullock et al., 2015; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Zee & Kooman,
2016). Although teacher self-efficacy has become a staple in educational research, one area that
has not been thoroughly included in the study of teacher self-efficacy is within social studies
(Haverback & McNary, 2015; Zee & Kooman, 2016). The field of social studies education can
benefit from a domain-specific self-efficacy scale which can help determine areas of strength and
weaknesses of social studies teachers. These results can further guide professional development
opportunities as well as social studies education programs. Using self-efficacy as a conceptual
lens and through the development and testing of a new domain-specific social studies teacher
self-efficacy scale, this study examines the following research questions:
1. How does the Social Studies Teacher Efficacy Scale (SSTES) demonstrate
characteristics of validity, reliability, and fairness?
2. What is the domain-specific self-efficacy of social studies teachers?
3. What is the association between teacher characteristics and their social studies
domain-specific self-efficacy?
In addition to the SSTES scale, participants will also complete demographic questions and the
short, 12-item version of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES; Tschannen Moran &
Hoy, 2001). The demographic items will be used in a regression equation analysis evaluating
associations between teacher and school characteristics and self-efficacy. Correlational analysis
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will be conducted with the TSES and SSTES to further analyze reliability and validity of the
SSTES.
Procedures
Scale Development
The SSTES was developed over a series of four phases. The first phase included
analyzing literature pertaining to best practices in social studies education to help define the
content and generate items for the scale. The second phase included an expert panel review in
order to refine and revise the scale, resulting in the final instrument that was distributed to
participants. The third phase included a think-aloud in which several social studies teachers
discussed the cognitive process and their understanding of the items with the researcher. The last
phase included distributing the scale to social studies teachers and conducting differing analyses
to evaluate the dimensionality, validity, reliability, and fairness of the SSTES.
Phase One
Considering social studies education lacks a definitive curriculum and conflicting
ideologies exist that each adopt their own approach to social studies education (Crocco &
Livingston, 2017; Fallace, 2017; Stanley, 2015), it was imperative to choose a framework that
exemplifies the most current understanding of meaningful social studies education. Therefore, to
begin item generation I turned to the C3 Framework, which was written by experts in academic
disciplines and social studies educators in collaboration with classroom teachers, state social
studies education leaders, and representatives from 15 different professional organizations and
published by the NCSS (2013a). The C3 Framework does not provide specific content standards,
however, as a framework it is meant to guide states and educators in enhancing social studies
education within their K-12 classrooms.
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In generating items, I first used the four dimensions and their subcategories outlined in
the C3 Framework to guide the content of each item. Each of these dimensions are supported by
literature within the field. Dimensions 1, 3, and 4 of the C3 Framework highlight the inquiry
nature of social studies education and provide a thorough understanding of the skills teachers
must possess in order to conduct inquiry-based instruction within their classroom. However,
dimension 2, which is broken down into the four major disciplines within social studies
education, required additional literature to fully develop items that represent the construct and
have content validity (AERA et al., 2014; Furr & Bacharach, 2014; Worthington & Whittaker,
2006). Therefore, a further analysis of the discipline specific literature that guided the creation of
the C3 framework was conducted to develop additional items that offer a more well-rounded
view of each discipline.
After the initial development of the SSTES, the study was submitted to both the
university associated with the research and the school district in which the study would take
place. The study received approval from both institutions before proceeding to phase two of
scale development.
Phase Two
The second phase of the scale development was an expert panel review. An expert panel
review offers one of the best ways to ensure content validity since experts have a deep
understanding of the constructs being tested (AERA et al., 2014; Furr & Bacharach, 2014;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Thirteen individuals with demonstrated expertise in social
studies education and the C3 Framework were contacted via email to provide guided feedback on
the SSTES. Expertise was determined by the research and teaching experience the panel
members have. Several of the experts who were emailed were either involved in the writing of
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Table 3: The C3 Framework Dimensions and corresponding number of questions at the
beginning of instrument development
C3 Framework Dimension
Number of Items
Dimension 1: Developing Questions & Planning Inquiry
2
Dimension 2: Applying Disciplinary Concepts & Tool
Civics
6
Economics
6
Geography
7
History
7
Dimension 3: Evaluating Sources & Using Evidence
4
Dimension 4: Communicating Conclusions & Taking
5
Informed Action
Note. There are two predicted models. In the first predicted model, Dimensions 1, 3, and 4
load onto the same factor; in the second predicted model Dimensions 1, 3, and 4 are individual
factors that load onto a single, higher order factor.

the C3 Framework or their research was referenced in the writing of it. Experts were asked to
review the survey items regarding wording and quality of the items to help reduce ambiguities,
misunderstandings, or other possible inadequacies. Experts were asked to provide comments
onthe validity of each item and feedback on whether key components of social studies teaching
were overlooked. The following questions were provided to help guide expert feedback:
1. Are there any items that are unclear or difficult to understand?
2. Are there any questions irrelevant to high quality social studies education?
3. Do you have any relevant items that you feel should be included with regard to
social studies education?
4. Do you have any additional comments or suggestions that you would like to
provide?
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Of the thirteen experts I contacted, five experts provided feedback on the SSTES. The first
panelist is a professor and former executive member of the NCSS whose research emphasizes
social studies education. The second panelist a professor with expertise in social studies K-12
curriculum and instruction and youth civic development. The third panelist is an economics
professor who also specializes in K-12 economics instruction and has developed inquiry-based
content for K-12 teachers in alignment with the C3 Framework. The fourth panelist is a professor
who served on the writing team for the C3 Framework and has expertise in history education.
And the fifth panelist is a professor of teacher education with a concentration in social studies
education whose research interests include history education among culturally and linguistically
diverse student populations. The feedback resulted in minor grammatical and word-choice
changes on several items of the SSTES in order to provide greater clarity. Additionally, two
items were added to the SSTES—items 35 and 36—in order to tease out the nuances of
identifying problems and solutions required of informed action, as recommended by several
experts on the panel.
Phase Three
Phase three consisted of a verbal report, or think-aloud, technique in which two social
studies teachers discussed the cognitive process and their understanding of the items with the
researcher. Think-alouds are a process in which a person gives “verbal descriptions and
explanations of one’s thinking” (Ericsson & Simon, 1998, p. 182). During this process,
participants used concurrent dialogue, verbalizing their thoughts while responding to the SSTES,
which helped establish construct validity by ensuring that participants interpreted and understood
the items in the same way and that these interpretations align with the intentions of the SSTES
design (AERA et al., 2014; Cook & Beckman, 2006; Furr & Bacharach, 2014). The first
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participant for the think-alouds included was a female social studies teacher who identifies as
white, was currently teaching in a low-income high school though she had prior experience
teaching middle school. She has 21 years of teaching experience and has vast teaching
experience in all levels of World History and currently teaches World History and Advanced
Placement Psychology. The second participant identified as female and as Asian and was
currently teaching in a low-income high school. She has taught all levels of United States
Government and Economics for the larger part of her 25 years of teaching; at the time of the
think-aloud she was teaching general education United States Government and Economics. .
In order to prepare participants for the think-aloud, after they received the initial
directions to state their thoughts out loud they were provided a brief training (Ericsson & Simon,
1998). Participants were asked to verbalize their thoughts to the following question: How many
windows do you have in your house? This allowed participants to practice verbalizing their
thoughts while maintaining full focus on answering the SSTES (Ericsson & Simon, 1998).
Think-alouds took place on an individual basis. After participants completed the think-aloud they
were asked follow-up questions about their experience and any additional feedback they had for
the researcher. Both participants had similar understanding of the questions and the
interpretations were in alignment with the intention of the SSTES. This conclusion was made
because both participants verbalized activities and/or assignments that they used within their
classes when discussing the ways in which they understood the intention of the question. For
instance, when verbalizing her thoughts on item 35, pertaining to informed action, the first
participant referred to having students write letters to elected officials; this statement showed that
the understanding of the item aligned with the intention of the question. Both participants
reported that the items were “straight-forward” and clear and no changes were needed to the
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scale items. One participant provided additional feedback regarding the list of courses provided
when inquiring of about courses they currently teach. There had been a recent, formal name
change to several district required social studies courses; this feedback resulted in a change to the
list of possible courses to align with the district’s formal course names.
Phase Four
Phase four consisted of distributing the SSTES, along with demographic questions and
the TSES, to social studies teachers. The SSTES was distributed to participants in two ways:
through individual emails that included a link to the SSTES as well as paper copies that were
sent to each schools’ social studies department chair along with a letter asking the chair to
distribute the surveys during a department meeting. The program Qualtrics was used for
collecting responses and storing the raw data. Using email as well as sending paper copies
proved to be the best option for the distribution of the SSTES for several reasons. First, since
participants all came from a single school district the SSTES was sent to district provided school
email addresses; thus each participant in the target sample was able to access the SSTES despite
the electronic nature of it. Second, these distribution methods were cost effective since they did
not require postage, as school mail was used for distribution of the paper copies. Considering the
response rate for online surveys is relatively low in general and has been on a decline (Pedersen
et al., 2016), several tactics were employed to help produce a higher response rate. First, a packet
of surveys was sent to the social studies department chair at every high school and middle school
in the district via the district’s inter district mailing system. As an employee of the district in
which the research took place, the district granted me permission to utilize their school mail
system. A letter to the department chairs was included with copies of SSTES requesting that they
distribute the SSTES to their department members during their next department meeting. Second,
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four follow up emails were sent at one week intervals and a fifth follow-up email was sent three
weeks after the fourth email because it aligned with a district wide staff development day after
the district’s winter break. The follow up emails were sent to individuals who had not responded
to the SSTES. The original email list was provided from the district; however, the list was
incomplete. The list included only 445 emails and did not include several social studies teachers
who worked at the same location as I did thus signaling that the list was incomplete.
Furthermore, once emails were generated there were 19 email addresses that were not found,
signifying that the teachers associated with those email addresses no longer worked for the
district. In order to include as many secondary social studies teachers as possible, individual
school websites were consulted. Any teacher identified as a social studies teacher on a school
website who was not on the original district provided list was added. A total of 661 participant
emails were included in the final list of emails. The email addresses were be kept separate from
responses so as to maintain anonymity. After the data was collected it was then used to conduct
analysis confirming the dimensionality of the scale and account for reliability, validity, and
fairness of the SSTES.
Setting
Data for this study was collected from a large, mostly urban, school district in the
southwestern United States. For the 2021-2022 school year there were a total of 18,611 licensed
teachers in the district. A total of 63.5% identified as white, 12.5% identified as Hispanic/Latino,
7.8% identified as black/African American, 6.9% identified as Asian, 5.3% identified as Other,
2.8% identified as multiracial, 0.6% identified as Native American, and 0.6% identified as
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander. A definitive number of secondary social studies teachers
is unknown due to staffing changes. The district provided an a list of 470 social studies teachers;
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of that 19 email addresses were no longer valid signifying the person associated with the email
address no longer worked for the district. By conducting reviews of all 59 middle schools and 49
high schools websites, I was able to add an additional 210 social studies teachers to the district
provided list.
As of the 2020-2021 school year, the district serves 310,342 students across all grade
levels. A total of 47.28% of students identify as Hispanic/Latino, 22.27% identify as white,
15.2% identify as Black/African American, 7.21% identify as two or more races, 6.06% identify
as Asian, 1.64% identify as Pacific Islander, and 0.34% identify as American Indian/Alaska
Native (Note. Citations for this data was removed to ensure anonymity).
Participants
The participants for this study included secondary social studies teachers who teach any
social studies course/s in grades 6-12 within the given school district. A total sample of
participants was 216, however 15 responses were dropped due to significant missing data thus
resulting in a total of 205 participants. The final number of participants resulted in a 31%
response rate. Of the participants 111 (54.1%) identified as male, 86 (42%) identified as female,
one (0.5%) identified as non-binary, four (2%), chose to not disclose their gender identities and
three (1.5%) participants did not answer the question. Additionally, 140 (68.3%) participants
identified as white, non-Hispanic, 20 (9.8%) identified as Latin American/Hispanic, 12 (5.9%)
identified as Black/African American, 10 (5%) identified as Asian/Asian American/Pacific
Islander, five (2.4%) identified as more than one race, 2 (1%) identified as American Indian or
Alaskan Native, 13 (6.4%) chose not to disclose their ethnicities, and three (1.5%) of participants
did not answer the question. Participants’ average years of teaching experience was 12.89 years
(N = 203, Min = 1, Max = 50, SD = 8.39), though two participants choose not to respond to this
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question. In regard to professional intentions, 115 (56.1%) participants stated they would remain
in teaching as long as possible, 28 (13.7%) participants stated they would leave teaching if
something better came along, 26 (12.7%) would leave teaching to become an administrator, 18
(8.8%) stated they would leave teaching to work in higher education at some point, 15 (7.3%)
stated they would leave teaching as soon as possible, and 3 (1.5%) choose not to respond.
Furthermore, 131 (63.3%) participants taught at a high school, 64 (31.2%) participants
taught at a middle school, 5 (2.4%) taught at an alternative school with mixed level of students,
and 5 (2.4%) participants choose not to respond to the question; in total, 67 different schools
were represented. Course level and type (general education, honors, advanced placement) were
not disaggregated by participant because many teachers reported teaching multiple course levels
and types. A total of 101 (49.3%) participants worked in Title I schools—students who qualified
for Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) was greater than 60% —as outlined by the school district.
An additional 33 (16.1%) participants worked at schools with 40-59.9% of students receiving
FRL; 47 (22.9%) participants worked at schools with 20-39.9% of students receiving FRL; 9
(4.4%) participants worked at schools with less than 20% of students receiving FRL; 5 (2.4%) of
participants choose not to answer and for 14 (6.8%) this statistic was no available for the school
site. A total of 29 (14.1%) participants worked at schools that had 25% or more students who
were considered ELL; 32 (15.6%) participants worked at schools that between 20-24.9% of
students who were considered ELL; 27 (13.2%) participants worked at schools that between 1519.9% of students who were considered ELL; 12 (5.9%) participants worked at schools that
between 10-14.9% of students who were considered ELL; 80 (39%) participants worked at
schools that less than 10% of students who were considered ELL; 25 (12.2%) participants
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worked at schools that either had no students who were considered ELL or the data was
unavailable for the site.
Measures
In this section, predictor and outcome variables of the SSTES will be discussed. These
variables were used when conducting the regression equation analysis. The full SSTES
instrument can be found in Appendix A.
Predictor Variables
Demographic data was collected along with responses to the SSTES. The data was used
to better understand the demographic makeup of the participants and used in a regression
equation analysis in order to answer research question three.
Gender. Gender identification were included using the following categories: Male,
Female, Non-binary, Transgender, Other, and Prefer not to disclose.
Race. Racial identification were included using the following categories: American
Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islander, Black/African American,
Latin American/Hispanic, White/ Non-Hispanic, and Prefer not to disclose. Participants will be
asked to “Mark all that apply.”
Experience. Years of experience was included in which participants provide the number
of years they have taught with the following directions: “Including this year, how many years
have you been teaching?”
School Demographics: Participants were asked to identify the school in which they were
currently teaching. School demographic information, including middle or high school level,
student ethnic distribution, percentage of emerging multilinguals, and percentage of students
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eligible for free and reduced lunch were imported from the 2018-2019 demographic profile for
each school.
Social Studies Classes Currently Teaching. Current social studies content classes were
included with the following categories: History and Geography 7, History and Geography 7
Accelerated, History and Geography 8, History and Geography 8 Accelerated, U.S. History,
Honors U.S. History, A.P. U.S. History, World History, Honors World History, A.P. World
History, A.P. Human Geography, U.S. Government & Economics, Honors U.S. Government &
Economics, A.P. U.S. Government & Politics, A.P. Economics, and Other. Participants were
provided a text box next to the “other” option to write the title of courses they teach but are not
included within the options.
Professional Intentions. Professional intentions were also included with the following
options: “I will remain a teacher as long as possible.”, “I will leave the classroom to become an
educational administrator at some point.”, “I will leave teaching to work kin higher education at
some point.”, “I will leave teaching if something better comes along outside of education.”, and
“I will leave teaching as soon as possible.” These items are adapted from Passe and Fitchett’s
(2013) the Status of Social Studies Survey.
Teacher Self-Efficacy. General pedagogical teacher self-efficacy was included through
the use of the short, 12-item version of the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The TSES
presents a three factor framework of TSE: self-efficacy for classroom management, instructional
strategies, and student engagement. The TSES is measured on a 9-point scale in which
participants identify, on a continuum, the extent to which they feel they can perform a specific
task. The scale is anchored with the notations “nothing, very little, some influence, quite a bit, a
great deal.” In addition to the above three dimensions of teacher self-efficacy, multicultural
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classroom self-efficacy was measured using items from the Teaching and Learning International
Survey (TALIS) 2018.The multicultural classroom self-efficacy scale includes five items
pertaining to teaching in diverse classrooms; though the TALIS teacher questionnaire used a 4point scale, the same 9-point scale from the TSES was used to maintain consistency within the
instrument.
Outcome Measures
The SSTES presents a 37-item five factor framework of social studies teacher selfefficacy, shown in Table 4. The factors include: self-efficacy of inquiry-based instruction, civics
instruction, geography instruction, economics instruction, and history instruction. These factors
represent the outcome measures of the current study. To maintain consistency within the survey
instrument, the SSTES is measured on the same continuous 9-point scale as the TSES in which
participants identify the extent to which they feel they can perform a specific task. The
dimensions of the TSES include self-efficacy of classroom management (α = .91), instruction (α
= .84), and student engagement (α = .86); additionally a five-item scale of multicultural
classrooms (α = .91) was also provided to participants. Each item begins with the stem “How
much can you help students...” and is then followed by the task. The scale is anchored with the
notations “nothing, very little, some influence, quite a bit, a great deal.”
Self-efficacy of Inquiry-based Instruction. The first factor within the SSTES is inquirybased instruction and includes 11 items. This factor aligns with Dimensions 1, 3, and 4 of the C3
Framework and includes teaching tasks and strategies that are necessary in all social studies
instruction regardless of the disciplinary courses taught. Items that align with this factor include
tasks such as helping students develop compelling and supporting questions, helping students
evaluate sources and use evidence to support their arguments, and helping students communicate
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Table 4: Initial Social Studies Self-Efficacy (SSTES) Scale Items
Inquiry-Based Instruction
1. How much can you help students develop questions that guide their inquiry into social studies topics?
2. How much can you help students determine the kinds of sources that are helpful in answering questions?
29. How much can you help students evaluate the credibility of a source?
30. How much can you help students draw evidence from different sources to support a claim?
31. How much can you help students develop claims to support an argument?
32. How much can you help students develop counterclaims for their argument?
33. How much can you help students construct arguments that use sound reasoning and relevant information?
34. How much can you help students critique arguments for credibility?
35. How much can you help students analyze problems involved in public issues?
36. How much can you help students explain strategies and/or approaches that could be used to address specific problems?
37. How much can you help students learn how to take informed action as an active citizen within school and/or their larger
community?
Civics Instruction
3. How much can you help students understand the features of political institutions in the US?
4. How much can you help students understand the features of civil institutions in the US?
5. How much can you help students understand the principles that guide the US government?
6. How much can you help students understand the processes for creating rules and laws in the US?
7. How much can you help students take and defend an informed position on a particular topic or issue?
8. How much can you help students develop a sense of capacity to be active citizens?
Economics Instruction
9. How much can you help students understand how scarcity of resources necessitates economic decision-making?
10. How much can you help students understand the incentives (cost vs. benefit) that influences economic decision-making?
11. How much can you help students understand how economic markets work (e.g. producers and consumers, supply and
demand, trade)?
12. How much can you help students analyze the roles of different institutions in economic markets (e.g. banks, labor unions,
corporations, the government, not-for-profit organizations)?
13. How much can you help students understand policies that impact the national economy?
14. How much can you help students understand policies that impact the global economy?
Geography Instruction
15. How well can you help students develop the necessary skills to meaningfully engage with and interpret maps?
16. How much can you help students analyze physical processes that shape the patterns of Earth’s surface?
17. How much can you help students analyze spatial patterns of environmental characteristics?
18. How much can you help students analyze spatial patterns of human/cultural characteristics?
19. How much can you help students understand human-environment interactions?
20. How much can you help students understand spatial patterns and movements of populations?
21. How much can you help students understand global interconnectedness?
History Instruction
22. How much can you help students situate people’s actions and events in the past within their historical contexts?
23. How much can you help students analyze events and developments in broader historical contexts?
24. How much can you help students analyze aspects of continuity and change within given time periods?
25. How much can you help students analyze differing perspectives about the same event?
26. How much can you help students evaluate historical sources?
27. How much can you help students analyze the ways in which present perspectives shape interpretations of historical
events?
28. How much can you help students analyze varying causes and effects of a specific event?
Note: Under the second predicted model, Items 1 and 2 would load onto
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their conclusions and take informed action (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Grant et al., 2017; Levstik
& Barton, 2015; NCSS, 2013a; Swan et al., 2015).
Self-efficacy of Civics Instruction. The second factor within the SSTES is self-efficacy of
civics instruction and includes 6 items. This factor emphasizes the skills and strategies teachers
need to successfully teach high level, meaningful civics instruction. Items that align with this
factor include tasks such as helping students understand US political institutions, civil
institutions, principles that guide the US government, and processes for creating rules and laws
(Budano, 2012; Center for Civic Education, 2010; Kahne & Sports, 2008; Torney, 2002).
Self-efficacy of Economics Instruction. The fourth factor of the SSTES is self-efficacy of
economics instruction and includes 6 items. This factor emphasizes the skills and strategies
teachers need to successfully teach high level, meaningful economics instruction. Items that
align with this factor include tasks such as helping students understand influences of economic
decision-making, principles of economic markets, and the policies that impact national and
global economics (Council for Economic Education, 2010; Miller & VanFossen, 2008).
Self-efficacy of Geography Instruction. The third factor of the SSTES is self-efficacy of
geography instruction and includes 7 items. This factor emphasizes the skills and strategies
teachers need to successfully teach high level, meaningful geography instruction. Items that
align with this factor include tasks such as helping students analyze geospatial patterns of
environmental and/or cultural characteristics, explain human-environment interactions, explain
spatial patterns, and explain global interconnectedness (Bednarz et al., 2010; Bednarz et al.,
2013; Heffron & Downs, 2012; Segall & Helfenbein, 2008).
Self-efficacy of History Instruction. The fifth factor of the SSTES is self-efficacy of
history instruction and includes 7 items. This factor emphasizes the skills and strategies teachers
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need to successfully teach high level, meaningful history instruction. Items that align with this
factor include tasks such as helping students analyze aspects of continuity and change over time,
analyze differing perspectives and points of view, analyze causes and effects of historical events,
and evaluate historical sources (Bain, 2010; Barton, 2008; Reisman, 2012; van Drie & van
Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 2001).
Analysis
Analysis in this study was conducted in several stages to address the three research
questions. Analysis was conducted using multiple packages within the statistical program R and
in SPSS 28.
Research Question One
The first research question seeks to demonstrate characteristics of reliability, validity, and
fairness of the SSTES. In order to demonstrate these characteristics, confirmatory factor analysis
was first conducted to confirm the scale’s internal structure. Several different statistical analyses
were conducted to address each of the characteristics.
Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA)
EDA was conducted to develop an initial understanding of the data. Through the use of
different techniques I looked for patterns within the data, nonlinearities, obvious errors, and
outliers, to name a few. Both univariate and bivariate graphing techniques were used including
box plots, histograms, bar graphs, and scatterplots, in addition to some non-graphing techniques.
Standard deviations were also analyzed to determine if there were variance within a given
variable. Any questions that still remained about the data after initial EDA was followed up with
additional analysis.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
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Considering the dimensionality of the SSTES has been hypothesized, based on the
dimensions of the C3 Framework, CFA was conducted to evaluate this hypothesized internal
structure (Furr & Bacharach, 2014). There were two hypothesized CFA models, which can be
found in Figure 2 and Figure 3. The first model hypothesized a five-factor model, in which
Dimensions 1, 3, and 4 of the C3 Framework load onto the same factor and each core area load
onto their own factor; these five factors then load onto one higher-order factor representing
social studies teacher self-efficacy. The second hypothesized model predicts a seven factor
model, in which Dimensions 1, 3, 4 of the C3 Framework and each social studies disciple—
civics, economics, geography, and history—all load onto separate factors; the factors
representing inquiry (Dimensions 1, 3, and 4) are hypothesized to load onto one higher order
factor and the factors representing the different social studies disciplines load onto another
higher order factor. Through CFA, these models will be compared to determine which produces
a better fit. In order to conduct the CFA, actual variances and covariances, parameter estimates,
and implied variances and covariances were computed. Following these computations, indices of
modal fit were computed to evaluate the fit between the models and the data. Several fit indices
that were included in the analysis are: the chi-square statistic, the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the
root mean square of approximation (RMSEA), and the Akaike information criterion
(AIC). Analysis of these indexes will determine which hypothesized model produces a better fit.
Correlation Analysis
A series of correlational analysis were computed to test the scale’s reliability, intrasubscale item correlations, and construct validity. First, inter-item correlations were conducted
for each of the items in the SSTES. Second, pairwise correlation analysis were conducted
between the dimensions of self-efficacy of the SSTES (inquiry-based instruction, civics
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Figure 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Hypothesized Model 1
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Figure 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Hypothesized Model 2
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instruction, economics instruction, geography instruction, history instruction), TSES (classroom
management, instruction, student engagement), and multicultural classroom self-efficacy to
evaluate the relationship between social studies self-efficacy and general pedagogical selfefficacy.
Sample Size
According to Worthington & Whittaker (2006), the recommended guideline for sample
size when conducting CFA is, optimally, a 10:1 ratio of participants to the number of parameters
in the model. Based on a range of published sample size recommendations, Devellis (2003)
argues that a ratio of 5 to 10 participants per item is considered adequate for factor analysis.
Additionally, it is not recommended to have less than 100 participants when conducting CFA
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Furthermore, Pett et al. (2003) suggest that 200 participants
are fair enough to conduct factor analysis. There were a total of 205 participants for this study;
thus this sample size is reasonable to perform factor analysis.
Validity
Validity is “the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test
scores for proposed uses of tests” (AERA et al., 2014. p.11). This means how well and
legitimately the scale’s results can be interpreted; validity is not a property of the instrument but,
rather, of the interpretation of the scores and is a matter of degree (Cook & Beckman, 2006; Furr
& Bacharach, 2014). There are not different types of validity; instead, validity is an overarching
concept that uses different types of evidence to support it. Kane’s Framework for validity (in
Cook et al., 2015) were used to address the validity of this study. Within this framework validity
is assessed based upon the proposed use of the assessment scores along with four inferences:
scoring, generalisation, extrapolation, and implications.
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The first part of validity in Kane’s framework is to define the proposed use of the
assessment scores (Cook et al., 2015, Kane & Bejar, 2014). The SSTES was designed to measure
social studies teacher self-efficacy and, within this study, to demonstrate characteristics of
validity, reliability, and fairness. Scoring inference, which refers to the goal of generating
accurate, fair, and reproducible results, can be established through several different procedures
including the construction of the test items, selection of response options, and standardization
(Cook et al., 2015). In order to address scoring inference, the items of the SSTES were evaluated
by experts within social studies education to provide feedback of item construction, wording, and
clarity. Additionally, all items, demographic questions withstanding, were all scored on the same
9-point scale and all participants received the same survey instruments. Generalisation inference
refers to the concept that results would not significantly change if the study was reproduced and
can be established with the proper sampling technique and size along with reliability metrics
(Kane & Bejar, 2014). In order to account for generalisation, this study seeks a minimum of 200
participants and all social studies teachers within the given district had access to the SSTES.
Also, to ensure the scale has reliability the coefficient omega was computed. Extrapolation
inference refers to how well the test items accurately reflect the dimensions it presents (Cook et
al., 2015). In order to establish extrapolation an expert panel review was conducted to assess how
well items of the SSTES represent a concept of high quality social studies instruction and to
evaluate the appropriateness of language and vocabulary. Furthermore, a select number of social
studies teachers were asked to review their thought process with me while answering each item
through a think-aloud. Lastly, implications inference refers to the consequences of the
assessment, both intended and unintended (Cook et al., 2015). Although results of the SSTES
can be used to help guide professional development and shape decisions in social studies teacher
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education programs, the results of the current study had no significant consequences for
participants.
Reliability
Reliability refers to the consistency of and reproducibility of results obtained on a given
measure time and again under similar conditions and is an important aspect of validity (AERA et
al., 2014; Cook & Beckman, 2006; Furr & Bacharach, 2014). Although there are multiple ways
to measure reliability including test-retest, parallel forms, inter-rater, and generalizability theory,
internal consistency is viewed as an important aspect of scale development (Cook & Beckman,
2006). After data from the SSTES was collected, in order to test for internal consistency, the
coefficient omega was computed as well as Cronbach’s alpha.
Fairness
Fairness reflects the “responsiveness to individual characteristics and testing contexts so
that test scores will yield valid interpretations for intended uses” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 50). It
does not give advantages or disadvantages to participants based on characteristics outside of the
construct being measured (AERA et al., 2014). There are several ways to ensure fairness of an
instrument. First, all participants should have the same accessibility to demonstrate their standing
of the construct being measured; universal design is one such approach used to do so (AERA et
al., 2014). Second, fairness should have a lack of measurement bias within subgroups of
participants; when measurement bias exists by groups then scores have different meanings for
groups (AERA et al., 2014). Lastly, when interpreting results it is important to recognize that
even when scores are reported by subgroups, this does not imply that individuals within the
subgroup are homogeneous and should be treated as the same. Results should be interpreted on
an individual basis. In order to account for fairness the SSTES was accessible to all social studies
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teachers within the school district. The electronic distribution along with the paper distribution of
the SSTES helped facilitate accessibility because it provided participants access to the SSTES
even if their email addresses were not on the generated lists of social studies teachers in the
district. Furthermore, differential item functioning (DIF), which can help determine if construct
bias exists, was conducted for individual groups to test the internal consistency of the SSTES for
each group’s data (Furr & Bacharach, 2014). The groups that were used to examine fairness are
gender, ethnicity, and current grade level participants are teaching.
Missing Data
Missing responses from the data collection during Phase Four were analyzed. Missing
data for the 37-item SSTES and 17-item general teacher efficacy scale were <.05%. Item mean
substitution method was used to replace missing items (Downey & King, 1998). This approach
uses missing items with item means and is used as an acceptable approach to manage missing
data in Likert scales so long as the number of participants with missing items for each scale and
the number of missing items for each scale are at or below 20% (Downey & King, 1998).
Research Question Two
The second research question seeks to understand social studies teachers’ domainspecific self-efficacy. In order to answer this question, scale items for each factor were combined
to generate an overall score for the factor. After this a series of descriptive statistics were
conducted to evaluate teacher social studies self-efficacy. The descriptive data are reported for
the entire participant population as well as disaggregated into different categories based on
demographic questions.
Research Question Three
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The third research question seeks to analyze potential associations between teacher
characteristics, classroom context and social studies self-efficacy. In each of the regression
equations, the five components of social studies self-efficacy (inquiry-based instruction, civics
instruction, geography instruction, economics instruction, and history instruction) were used as
the dependent variable. In the regression equations, the predictor variables included the
following teacher characteristics: gender, years of experience, professional intentions, and the
four components of self-efficacy of general pedagogy (classroom management, student
engagement, instruction, and multicultural classrooms). Additionally, several classroom context
variables were included as predictor variables. These included: the school level (middle school or
high school), level of and types of courses taught, and the school’s Free and Reduced Lunch
rates. Initially, bivariate regression were conducted for each of the dependent variables and a
single predictor variable to analyze how each predictor variable related to the dependent variable.
The following equation represents an example of one of the bivariate regressions.
𝑆𝐸𝐼𝑛𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑟𝑦 = 𝛽 +𝛽 ∗ 𝐸𝑥𝑝
Following bivariate regression equation analysis, additional regression modeling were conducted
for any of the bivariate regression equations are were not statically significant. By creating
different regression models, predictor variables that were not statically significant on their own
may prove to be statically significant within a model with other variables. The following
equation represents an example of a multiple regression equation.
𝑆𝐸𝐶𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑠 = 𝛽 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝐸𝑥𝑝 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡
Furthermore, a multiple regression equation were used to evaluate the relationships between
teacher self-efficacy of general pedagogy and social studies self-efficacy. Considering the
dimensions of teacher self-efficacy relate to each other, it would be interesting to analyze how
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each dimension of general pedagogy self-efficacy relates to social studies self-efficacy after
accounting for the others. The following equation represents an example of this multiple
regression equation.
𝑆𝐸𝐻𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑦 = 𝛽 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝐶𝑀 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝐸𝑁 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝐼𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑐 + 𝛽 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑀𝐶𝐶
Conclusion
Using teacher self-efficacy as a framework can lead to a deeper understanding as to why
large amounts of social studies teachers continue to use didactic teaching styles. Teacher selfefficacy has many positive implications for both students and teachers, thus this study seeks to
develop a reliable, valid, and fair social studies self-efficacy scale that can be used to measure
self-efficacy of high quality, meaningful, social studies instruction. Four phases were used to
construct scale items. The first phase utilized the C3 Framework as the guiding literature for best
practices within social studies education. In order to fully develop items that represent the
constructs and have content validity, additional literature within the field was consulted. The
second phase of scale development was an expert review panel. Experts within the field were
emailed and asked to provide feedback about the items within the scale and any concepts that
may have been overlooked. The third phase was think-alouds with two different social studies
teachers, in which they talked through their thought processes while taking the SSTES. The
fourth stage was the distribution of the SSTES to social studies teachers and then the statistical
analysis of the data to evaluate the internal structure of the SSTES and demonstrate scale
reliability, validity, and fairness. In addition to demonstrating these characteristics of the SSTES,
descriptive statistics were conducted to evaluate teachers’ social studies self-efficacy and
regression analysis were conducted to identify associations between teacher demographics,
classroom context, and social studies self-efficacy.
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Chapter 4: Results
The aim of this study is to develop a reliable, valid, and fair scale to measure social
studies teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy. This chapter explains the results of the analysis
described in Chapter 3 and is organized by research question. The first question examined the
validity, reliability, and fairness of the SSTES and the results of confirmatory factor analysis,
correlation analysis, and the coefficient omega are presented in this section. The second question
examined the domain specific self-efficacy of social studies teachers and results from a series of
descriptive analysis are presented in this section. The third research question examined the
associations between teacher characteristics, classroom context and social studies self-efficacy.
In this section, the results from a series of regression analyses are reported.
Research Question One: How does the Social Studies Teacher Efficacy Scale (SSTES)
demonstrate characteristics of reliability, validity, and fairness?
Summary of Procedure for Scale Development and Validity of the SSTES
As further explained in Chapter 3, the development of the SSTES included three phases
before the final distribution of it to social studies teachers of a large, mostly urban school district
to ensure content and construct validity. The first phase included a thorough examination of the
C3 Framework, the guiding framework for item development, along with additional literature in
social studies education to develop items with strong content validity. The second phase
consisted of an expert panel review to further support content validity. In total, five experts
reviewed the original items of the SSTES and provided feedback. The feedback resulted in minor
grammatical and word choice revisions to several items in the SSTES and the development of
two additional items–items 35 and 36–to tease out skills necessary for informed action. The third
stage consisted of think-alouds with two high school social studies teachers. During the think-

89

aloud the participants described what they were thinking while taking the SSTES; this process
helped support construct validity since both participants understood the items of the SSTES in
the same manner and in conjunction with the items intention. The final phase consisted of the
distribution of a 37-item SSTES scale along with the 12-item short version of the TSES
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), a 5-item multicultural classroom efficacy scale, and
demographic questions to social studies teachers within a large, mostly urban school district in
the southwestern United States.
Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) and Item Analysis
Exploratory data analysis was conducted for all 37 items to better understand the data and
determine if there were any outliers or deviant items. A series of descriptive statistics (mean,
standard deviation, minimum, maximum, and variance) and graphical plots of data distributions
were conducted. The mean and standard deviation of each item from the SSTES are reported in
Table 5; The SSTES was measured on a scale in which the minimum was 1 and the maximum
was 9. Analysis of single item distributions suggested that no items needed to be removed from
the scale. Inter-item correlations were conducted and reported in Appendix B. The KMO for this
analysis was .94 which suggests an adequate sample (Yong & Pearce, 2013). All 37 items and a
sample of N = 205 were used for CFA.
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Table 5: Item Analysis—Descriptive Statistics
Item1
Item2
Item3
Item4
Item5
Item6
Item7
Item8
Item9
Item10
Item11
Item12
Item13
Item14
Item15
Item16
Item17
Item18
Item19
Item20
Item21
Item22
Item23
Item24
Item25
Item26
Item27
Item28
Item29
Item30
Item31
Item32
Item33
Item34
Item35
Item36
Item37
N = 205

Mean
6.97
7.38
7.48
7.37
7.61
7.53
7.29
6.92
6.78
6.72
6.67
6.32
6.46
6.36
7.34
6.48
6.25
6.40
7.01
6.83
7.02
7.43
7.45
7.33
7.60
7.40
7.47
7.66
7.34
7.48
7.50
7.10
7.26
6.98
7.04
6.90
6.84

Standard Deviation
1.68
1.39
1.45
1.438
1.32
1.37
1.68
1.65
1.72
1.68
1.66
1.69
1.60
1.64
1.47
1.84
1.84
1.77
1.63
1.71
1.67
1.51
1.47
1.47
1.39
1.53
1.47
1.30
1.58
1.50
1.39
1.50
1.54
1.63
1.61
1.55
1.76

91

Minimum
1
3
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
4
1
1
3
2
1
1
1
3
1

Maximum
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The 37-item SSTES scale was analyzed to test the hypothesized dimensionality,
reliability, and fairness within the scale. The scale was written to reflect the five factor
dimensionality of the C3 Framework–social studies teaching of inquiry, economics, civics,
geography, and history. Two hypothesized models were predicted, the first model has five
factors, which reflected the dimensionality of the C3 Framework, and load onto a general social
studies teacher efficacy factor. The second model, predicted seven lower factors—planning
inquiry, evaluating sources, communicating conclusions, civics instruction, economics
instruction, geography instruction, and history instruction—that loaded onto two higher order
factors. The first three factors were hypothesized to load onto a general inquiry-based instruction
factor and the latter four factors were to load onto a general social studies teacher self-efficacy
factor. CFA was performed to determine if this hypothesized model was a good fit and which of
the hypothesized models was a better fit. The first hypothesized model did not produce a desired
fit, χ2 (624, N = 205) = 2050.77, p <.001, RMSE = .11, the comparative fit index (CFI) = .83, the
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = .82, the SRMR = .099, and the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)
= 21494.95. In analyzing the model, 17 items were removed to improve goodness-of-fit χ 2 (165,
N = 205) = 511.72, p <.001, RMSE = .10, the CFI = .89, the TLI = .87, SRMR = .072, and the
AIC = 12479.11. Additionally, the second hypothesized model was also tested through CFA. In
analyzing the goodness-of-fit of a seven factor scale with two higher order factors, after
accounting for high loading items, the best model produced the following goodness-of-fit
indexes: χ2 (231, N = 205) = 726.16, p <.001, RMSE = .10, the CFI = .89, the TLI = .87, SRMR
= .072, and the AIC = 14185.16. The first hypothesized model, with five factors loading onto one
general factor, produced the best fit after removing 17 high loading factors since it had the
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lowest reported AIC. It also has an acceptable fit based on the SRMR. The final model, along
with factor loadings can be found in Figure 4. Factor loadings can also be found in Table 6.
In the final model Factor 1 has four items and measures inquiry instruction. Scale items
include: ‘How much can you help students develop questions that guide their inquiry into social
studies topics?’, ‘How much can you help students determine the kinds of sources that are
helpful in answering questions?’, ‘How much can you help students develop claims to support an
argument?’, ‘How much can you help students explain strategies and/or approaches that could be
used to address specific problems?’.
Factor 2 has five items and measures civics instruction. Scale items include: ‘How much
can you help students understand the features of political institutions in the US?’, ‘How much
can you help students understand the features of civil institutions in the US?’, ‘How much can
you help students understand the principles that guide the US government?’, ‘How much can you
help students understand the processes for creating rules and laws in the US?’, ‘How much can
you help students take and defend an informed position on a particular topic or issue?’, ‘ How
much can you help students develop a sense of capacity to be active citizens?’.
Factor 3 has three items and measures economics instruction. Scale items include: ‘How
much can you help students understand how scarcity of resources necessitates economic
decision-making’, ‘How much can you help students understand how economic markets work
(e.g. producers and consumers, supply and demand, trade)?’, ‘How much can you help students
understand policies that impact the global economy?’.
Factor 4 has four items and measures geography instruction. Scale items include: ‘How well
can you help students develop the necessary skills to meaningfully engage with and interpret
maps?’, ‘How much can you help students analyze physical processes that shape the patterns of
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Earth’s surface?’, ‘How much can you help students understand human-environment
interactions?’, ‘How much can you help students understand global interconnectedness?’.
Factor 5 has four items and measures history instruction. Scale items include: ‘How much
can you help students situate people’s actions and events in the past within their historical
contexts?’, ‘How much can you help students analyze aspects of continuity and change within
given time periods?’, ‘How much can you help students analyze differing perspectives about the
same event?’, ‘How much can you help students analyze varying causes and effects of a specific
event?’.

Figure 4: Final SSTES Model with Factor Loading

Reliability
To determine reliability of the scale, using all 205 participants’ responses (N = 205),
Cronbach’s α was calculated for the entire scale; α = .95, with a 95% confidence interval at the
lower limit of .94 and upper limit of .96. Furthermore, the alpha each of the five factors was
calculated individually: inquiry-based instruction, α = .83; civics instruction α = .85; economics
instruction α = .88; geography instruction α = .86; and history instruction α = .92. These results
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Table 6: Factor Loadings for SSTES
Factor Loading
Inquiry-Based Instruction
Item1: How much can you help students develop questions that guide their inquiry
into social studies topics?
Item2: How much can you help students determine the kinds of sources that are
helpful in answering questions?
Item31: How much can you help students develop claims to support an argument?
Item36: How much can you help students explain strategies and/or approaches that
could be used to address specific problems?
Civics Instruction
Item3: How much can you help students understand the features of political
institutions in the United States?
Item5: How much can you help students understand the principles that guide the
United States government?
Item6: How much can you help students understand the processes for creating rules
and laws in the United States?
Item7: How much can you help students take and defend an informed position on a
particular topic or issue?
Item8: How much can you help students develop a sense of capacity to be active
citizens?
Economics Instruction
Item9: How much can you help students understand how scarcity of resources
necessitates economic decision-making?
Item11: How much can you help students understand how economic markets work
(e.g. producers and consumers, supply and demand, trade)?
Item14: How much can you help students understand policies that impact the global
economy?
Geography Instruction
Item15: How much can you help students develop the necessary skills to
meaningfully engage with and interpret maps?
Item16: How much can you help students analyze physical processes that shape the
patterns of Earth’s surface?
Item19: How much can you help students understand human-environment
interactions?
Item21: How much can you help students understand global interconnectedness?
History Instruction
Item22: How much can you help students situate people’s actions and events in the
past within their historical contexts?
Item24: How much can you help students analyze aspects of continuity and change
within given time periods?
Item25: How much can you help students analyze differing perspectives about the
same event?
Item28: How much can you help students analyze varying causes and effects of a
specific event?
Social Studies Teacher Efficacy
Inquiry-Based Instruction
Civics Instruction
Economics Instruction
Geography Instruction
History Instruction
Note: Factor loading are rounded to the nearest hundredths.
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1.00
.91
.99
1.07
1.00
.95
.99
.96
.92
1.00
.92
.82
1.00
1.20
1.19
1.20
1.00
1.01
.96
.92
1.00
1.04
.84
1.02
.78

indicate a satisfactory level of construct validity and internal consistency of the SSTES (Taber,
2017). Moreover, the removal of any of the 20-items would result in a lower alpha total, thus,
further signifying that all 20 items should remain in the scale. Lastly, these results were
corroborated through the computation of McDonald’s omega, t =.96. McDonald’s omega was
calculated since Cronbach’s α assumes a unidimensional scale as opposed to a multi-dimensional
scale. McDonalds’s omega accounts for the multi-dimensionality of the SSTES. Cronbach’s α
was included for the entire SSTES, despite it being multi-dimensional, because it provides for
easier comparison to the analysis of index discriminability.
Fairness
In order to test fairness of the SSTES, the data was divided into subgroups based on
gender, ethnicity, and the grade level in which participants were currently teaching and the index
discriminability was analyzed. See Table 7. For the first group, males, (N = 111), α = .95, with a
95% confidence interval at the lower limit of .94 and upper limit of .97. For the second group,
female, (N = 86) α = .94, with a 95% confidence interval at the lower limit of .92 and upper limit
of .96. For the third group, white, non-Hispanic (N = 140) α = .95, with a 95% confidence
interval at the lower limit of .94 and upper limit of .96. For the fourth group, Black/African
American (N = 12), α = .91, with a 95% confidence interval at the lower limit of .83 and upper
limit of .98. For the fifth group, Latin American/Hispanic (N = 20), α = .94, with a 95%
confidence interval at the lower limit of .89 and upper limit of .98. For the sixth group, middle
school teachers (N = 64), α = .95, with a 95% confidence interval at the lower limit of .93 and
upper limit of .97. For the seventh group, high school teachers (N = 128), α = .94, with a 95%
confidence interval at the lower limit of .93 and upper limit of .96. Several subgroups were
exempt from the index discriminability analysis because of the small sample sizes of the
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subgroup. The index discriminability analysis indicates that the SSTES is a fair scale because the
variance between subgroups is very small.

Table 7: Index Discriminability
Correlational Analysis
Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Item1
.95
.94
.95
Item2
.95
.94
.95
Item3
.95
.94
.95
Item5
.95
.94
.95
Item6
.95
.94
.95
Item7
.95
.94
.95
Item8
.95
.94
.95
Item9
.95
.94
.95
Item11
.95
.94
.95
Item14
.95
.94
.95
Item15
.95
.94
.95
Item16
.95
.94
.95
Item19
.95
.94
.95
Item21
.95
.94
.95
Item22
.95
.94
.95
Item24
.95
.94
.95
Item25
.95
.94
.95
Item28
.95
.94
.95
Item31
.95
.94
.95
Item36
.95
.94
.95
Total
.95
.94
.95
Note. The  if removing each item for each group

Group 4
.90
.89
.91
.91
.91
.91
.90
.90
.90
.90
.90
.90
.90
.91
.90
.90
.90
.90
.90
.90
.91

Group 5
.94
.94
.93
.93
.93
.93
.94
.94
.93
.93
.93
.94
.93
.93
.93
.93
.93
.93
.93
.93
.94

Group 6
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95
.95

Group 7
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.95
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94
.94

Pairwise correlation analysis was conducted between the dimensions of self-efficacy of
the SSTES (Inquiry-based instruction, civics instruction, economics instruction, geography
instruction, history instruction), TSES—classroom management (α = .91), instruction (α = .84),
student engagement (α = .86)—and multicultural classroom (α = .91) self-efficacy to evaluate the
relationship between social studies self-efficacy and general pedagogical self-efficacy.
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Correlation coefficients are in Table 8. All correlations were statistically significant at either p
<.001 or p <.05. The correlations between the five dimensions of social studies teacher selfefficacy and self-efficacy of student engagement, instruction, and multicultural classrooms were
all moderate, positive correlations. The correlations between classroom management and
inquiry-based instruction (.35) and classroom management and history instruction (.30) were
also moderate, positive correlations. However, the correlations between classroom management
and civics instruction (.24), classroom management and economics instruction (.17), and
classroom management and geography instruction (.13) were weak but still positively
correlated.

Table 8: Pairwise Correlations—Social Studies Instruction and General Pedagogy SelfEfficacy
InquiryBased
Instruction
Inquiry-Based
Instruction
1
Civics
.76**
Instruction
Economics
.66**
Instruction
Geography
.62**
Instruction
History
.81**
Instruction
Classroom
Management
.35**
Student
Engagement
.43**
Instruction
.68**
Multicultural
Classroom
.57**
Note: p < .001**, p < .05*

Civics
Instruction

Economics
Instruction

Geography
Instruction

History
Instruction

Classroom
Management

Student
Engagement

Instruction

Multicultural
Classroom

1
.69**

1

.58**

.60**

1

.66**

.68**

.65**

1

.24**

.17*

.13*

.30**

.36**
.63**

.30**
.60**

.32**
.54**

.39**
.64**

.47**

.43**

.49**

.56**

1
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.56**

1

.38**
.48**

.52**
.58**

1
.63**

1

Research Question Two: What is the domain-specific self-efficacy of social studies
teachers?
The second research question sought to understand social studies teachers’ domainspecific self-efficacy. In order to answer this question, scale items for each factor were combined
to generate an overall score for the factor. Participants were most efficacious in history
instruction (M = 7.53, α = .92), followed by civics instruction (M = 7.34, α = .85), inquiry-based
instruction (M = 7.19, α = .83), and geography instruction (M = 6.96, α = .86). Participants
reported the lowest level of self-efficacy in economics instruction (M = 6.61, α = .88).
Furthermore, all subgroups of participants reported the lowest level of economics instruction.
Descriptive statistics for the entire sample are found in Table 9; descriptive statistics that have
been disaggregated into subgroups are found in Table 10.

Table 9: Domain-Specific Social Studies Self Efficacy
Standard
N
Mean Deviation
Inquiry-Based Instruction 205
7.19
1.22
Civics Instruction
205
7.34
1.18
Economics Instruction
205
6.61
1.50
Geography Instruction
205
6.96
1.40
History Instruction
205
7.50
1.27
Note: Items are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Minimum Maximum
3.00
9
3.80
9
2.67
9
1.50
9
2.50
9

Cronbach’s
Alpha
.83
.85
.88
.86
.92

Table 10: Disaggregated Domain-Specific Social Studies Self-Efficacy
Inquiry-Based Instruction
Male
Female
White, non-Hispanic
Asian
Latin American/Hispanic
Black/African American
Middle School
High School
Civics Instruction
Male
Female
White, non-Hispanic
Asian
Latin American/Hispanic
Black/African American
Middle School
High School
Economics Instruction
Male
Female
White, non-Hispanic
Asian
Latin American/Hispanic
Black/African American
Middle School
High School
Geography Instruction
Male
Female
White, non-Hispanic
Asian
Latin American/Hispanic
Black/African American
Middle School
High School
History Instruction
Male
Female
White, non-Hispanic
Asian
Latin American/Hispanic
Black/African American
Middle School
High School

Mean

Standard Deviation

Minimum

Maximum

7.00
7.22
7.12
7.03
7.18
7.25
7.00
7.33

1.22
1.22
1.20
1.33
1.06
1.40
1.23
1.13

3.00
4.00
3.00
4.50
5.00
4.75
4.00
4.50

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

7.12
7.52
7.34
6.94
7.50
7.63
7.38
7.41

1.23
1.09
1.15
1.37
1.15
1.13
1.17
1.15

3.80
5.00
3.80
5.00
5.00
6.00
3.80
4.6

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

6.67
6.54
6.57
6.37
6.33
6.78
6.67
6.76

1.41
1.52
1.51
1.53
1.27
1.60
1.46
1.46

2.67
3.33
2.67
4.00
4.67
4.33
3.67
2.67

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

6.88
7.04
7.00
6.85
7.01
6.94
7.15
6.96

1.38
1.42
1.36
1.44
1.28
1.69
1.26
1.37

1.50
3.75
1.50
4.75
4.50
4.25
4.00
3.00

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

7.41
7.63
7.47
7.14
7.88
7.60
7.33
7.70

1.21
1.29
1.23
1.35
1.27
1.54
1.18
1.16

2.50
4.00
2.50
4.75
4.75
4.75
4.25
4.75

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
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Research Question Three: What is the association between teacher characteristics and
their social studies domain-specific self-efficacy?
Bivariate Regression
Bivariate regression was conducted between the dimensions of social studies self-efficacy
and different demographic variable as well as school level variables. The predictors variables
included: gender, teaching experience, professional intentions, percentage of ELL students at the
participants school, percent of students with low socioeconomic status as determined by
eligibility for free and reduced lunch, level of school, and participants self-efficacy of classroom
management, instruction, student engagement, and multicultural classrooms. Types of courses
taught (general education, honors, and/or advanced placement) was not used as a predictor
variable because many of the participants taught multiple levels of courses and this could not be
disaggregated in a way that could produce differences.
Identifying as male (β = -.025) and an increase in the percentage of ELL students (β = .005) had a negative relationship to self-efficacy of inquiry instruction; however, these were not
statistically significant. Furthermore, increased teaching experience (β = .000) and an increase of
low SES students (β = .000) had almost no relationship to self-efficacy of inquiry instruction but
these results were also not statistically significant. For teachers whose professional intentions
were to remain in teaching as long as possible (β = .066), this has a positive relationship to
inquiry instruction yet was also not statically significant. Teaching in a high school, rather than a
middle school, had a positive relationship with self-efficacy of inquiry instruction (β = .400),
statistically significant at p = .027. Additionally self-efficacy of each dimension of general
pedagogy—classroom management (β = .291), instruction (β = .528), student engagement (β =
.345), and multicultural classrooms (β = .345)—were positively related to self-efficacy of inquiry
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instruction, statistically significant at p < .001. Results for bivariate regression of predictor
variables and self-efficacy of inquiry instruction can be found in Table 11.

Table 11: Bivariate Regression Demographics and Inquiry Instruction
Predictor Variable

Standard β

Standard Error

Multiple R2

Gender (Male)
Teaching Experience
Professional Intentions
ELL
Low SES
Level (HS)
Classroom Management TSE
Instruction TSE
Student Engagement TSE
Multicultural Classroom TSE
p = .027* p < .001***

-.025
.000
.066
-.005
.000
.400*
.291***
.528***
.345***
.369***

.186
.010
.173
.007
.003
.178
.056
.050
.055
.049

.000
.000
.001
.002
.000
.0245*
.117***
.353***
.165***
.220***

Identifying as male has a negative relationship to civics instruction (β = -.328), statically
significant at p = .049. Teaching experience (β = .013) and teaching in a high school (β = .129)
had a positive relationship to self-efficacy of civics instruction yet these were not statistically
significant. On the other hand, teachers who planned to stay in teaching (β = -.138) and an
increase in percentage of ELL students (β = -.001) had a negative relationship with self-efficacy
of civics instruction; this was not statistically significant. Furthermore, an increase in percentage
of low SES students (β = .000) had almost no relationship to self-efficacy of civics instruction;
this was not statistically significant. Self-efficacy of each dimension of general pedagogy—
classroom management (β = .213, instruction (β = .458), student engagement (β = .280), and
multicultural classrooms (β = .294)—were positively related to self-efficacy to civics instruction,
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statistically significant at p < .001. Results for bivariate regression of predictor variables and
self-efficacy of civics instruction can be found in Table 12.

Table 12: Bivariate Regression Demographics and Civics Instruction
Predictor Variable

Standard β

Standard Error

Multiple R2

Gender (Male)
Teaching Experience
Professional Intentions
ELL
Low SES
Level (HS)
Classroom Management TSE
Instruction TSE
Student Engagement TSE
Multicultural Classroom TSE
p = .049* p < .001***

-.328*
.013
-.138
-.001
.000
.129
.213***
.458***
.280***
.295***

.166
.010
.167
.007
.003
.174
.056
.051
.054
.050

.019*
.008
.003
.000
.000
.003
.067***
.283***
.117***
.150***

Identify as male (β = .080), teaching experience (β =.009), planning on staying a teacher
(β =.128), and increase in percentage of ELL students (β = .007) and low SES students (β = .003)
all had a positive relationship to self-efficacy of economics instruction; however, these findings
were not statistically significant. Teaching in a high school had a positive relationship to selfefficacy economics instruction (β = .441) and was statistically significant at p = .048. Selfefficacy of classroom management (β = .208) was also positively related to self-efficacy of
economic instruction statistically significant at p = .009. Self-efficacy of instruction (β =.579),
student engagement (β = .311), and multicultural classrooms (β = .376) all had positive
relationships with self-efficacy of economics instruction statistically significant at p < .001.
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Results for bivariate regression of predictor variables and self-efficacy of economics instruction
can be found in Table 13.

Table 13: Bivariate Regression Demographics and Economics Instruction
Predictor Variable

Standard β

Standard Error

Multiple R2

Gender (Male)
Teaching Experience
Professional Intentions
ELL
Low SES
Level (HS)
Classroom Management TSE
Instruction TSE
Student Engagement TSE
Multicultural Classroom TSE
p = .048* p = .009** p < .001***

.080
.009
.128
.007
.003
.441*
. 208**
.579***
.311***
.376***

.211
.013
.217
.008
.004
.218
.072
.065
.070
.062

.001
.002
.002
.003
.003
.020*
.040**
.284***
.091***
.153***

Identifying as male (β = -.184) and teaching experience (β = -.007) both had a negative
relationship with self-efficacy of geography instruction; these results were not statistically
significant. The professional intention to remain in the classroom (β = .120), an increase in
percentage of ELL students (β = .004) and low SES students (β =.005), as well as teaching in
high school (β =.002), and self-efficacy of classroom management (β = .131) all positively
related to self-efficacy of geography instruction; however, these results were not statistically
significant. Self-efficacy of instruction (β =.460), student engagement (β =.288), and
multicultural classrooms (β = .388) all had positive relationships with self-efficacy of geography
instruction statistically significant at p < .001. Results for bivariate regression of predictor
variables and self-efficacy of geography instruction can be found in Table 14.
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Table 14: Bivariate Regression Demographics and Geography Instruction
Predictor Variable

Standard β

Standard Error

Multiple R2

Gender (Male)
Teaching Experience
Professional Intentions
ELL
Low SES
Level (HS)
Classroom Management TSE
Instruction TSE
Student Engagement TSE
Multicultural Classroom TSE
p < .001***

-.184
-.007
.120
.004
.005
.002
.131
.460***
.288***
.388***

.197
.012
.198
.008
.003
.205
.068
.064
.065
.057

.004
.002
.002
.002
.012
.000
.018
.206***
.089***
.187***

Identifying as male (β = -.220), teaching experience (β =-.006), and an increase in
percentage of both ELL students (β = -.006) and low SES students (β = -.001) all have negative
relationships with self-efficacy of history instruction; these results were not statistically
significant. The professional intention to remain a teacher as long as possible (β = .061) was
positively related to self-efficacy of history instruction; again these findings were not statistically
significant. Teaching high school (β =.544) had a positive relationship with self-efficacy of
history instruction, statistically significant at p = .003. And self-efficacy of each dimension of
general pedagogy—classroom management (β = .384, instruction (β = .487), student engagement
(β = .302), and multicultural classrooms (β = .384)—all have a positive relationship with selfefficacy of history instruction, statistically significant at p < .001. Results for bivariate regression
of predictor variables and self-efficacy of geography instruction can be found in Table 15.
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Table 15: Bivariate Regression Demographics and History Instruction
Predictor Variable
Gender (Male)
Teaching Experience
Professional Intentions
ELL
Low SES
Level (HS)
Classroom Management TSE
Instruction TSE
Student Engagement TSE
Multicultural Classroom TSE
p = .003** p < .001***

Standard β
-.220
-.006
.061
-.006
-.001
.544**
.384***
.487***
.302***
.384***

Standard Error
.178
.011
.179
.007
.003
.182
.050
.055
.058
.050

Multiple R2
.008
.001
.001
.004
.000
.043**
.224***
.282***
.119***
.224***

Multiple Regression
Multiple regression was conducted to determine if combining different predictor
variables that did not produce statistically significant results during bivariate regression would
produce a statistically significant regression model. A plethora of models with differing predictor
variables were analyzed and no model produced statistically significant results; therefore, the
results of the bivariate regression are only reported.
Multiple regression was conducted to analyze the relationship between the dimensions of
self-efficacy of general pedagogy and the dimensions of social studies self-efficacy. By
analyzing multiple regression, this allows for better understanding of the relationships after
accounting for each of dimension of self-efficacy of general pedagogy. Findings can be found in
Table 16. In the regression model for self-efficacy of inquiry instruction, the relationships to selfefficacy of classroom management (β = .021) and student engagement (β = .012) were reduced
and no longer statistically significant as opposed to the bivariate regression analysis. This trend
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continues when analyzing the other multiple regression models. In the regression model for selfefficacy of civics instruction, the relationships to self-efficacy of classroom management (β = .052), student engagement (β = .032), and multicultural classrooms (β = .100) were reduced and
no longer statistically significant as opposed to the bivariate regression analysis. In the regression
model for self-efficacy of economics instruction, the relationships to self-efficacy of classroom
management β = -.117), student engagement (β = .015), and multicultural classrooms (β = .153)
were also reduced and no longer statistically significant as opposed to the bivariate regression
analysis. In the regression model for self-efficacy of geography instruction, the relationships to
self-efficacy of only student engagement (β = .053) was reduced and no longer statistically
significant as opposed to the bivariate regression analysis; the relationship between self-efficacy
of classroom management and geography instruction did not have a statistically significant
relationship in the bivariate regression however it had a negative, statistically significant
relationship to it in the multiple regression model. Under this model, for every increase in selfefficacy of classroom management, it is anticipated that there would be a .204 point decrease in
self-efficacy of geography instruction, p = .006. In the regression model for self-efficacy of
history instruction, the relationships to self-efficacy of classroom management (β = -.013) and
student engagement (β = -.027) were reduced and no longer statistically significant as opposed to
the bivariate regression analysis. Self-efficacy of instruction continue to have a positive,
statistically significant relationship to all dimensions of social studies self-efficacy as was also
reported for the bivariate regression analysis.
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Table 16: Multiple Regression of General Pedagogy Self-efficacy and Social Studies Selfefficacy

Predictors
Classroom Management
Instruction
Student Engagement
Multicultural Classrooms
Multiple R2
Final Adjusted R2
Standard Error
p = .006** p<.001***

Inquiry
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. β
Error
.021
.056
.581*** .067
.012
.060
.175**
.062
.525***
.515***
.0857

Civics Instruction
Std.
Stnd. β
Error
-.052
.060
.552*** .072
.032
.065
.100
.067
.403***
.391***
.923

Economics
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. β
Error
-.117
.078
.680*** .093
.015
.084
.153
.086
.375***
.362***
1.20

Geography
Instruction

History
Instruction

Std.
Stnd. β
Error
-.204** .074
.432*** .088
.053
.079
.358*** .082
.370***
.357***
1.133

Std.
Stnd. β
Error
-.013
.062
.517*** .075
-.027
.067
.262*** .069
.455***
.444***
.956

A final multiple regression was conducted to better understand how different professional
intentions related to the dimensions of self-efficacy of social studies instruction. The reference
group for this analysis was the professional intention to stay teaching as long as possible. The
other professional intentions included: leaving the classroom to become an administrator, leaving
to take a position in higher education, leaving if something better comes along, and leaving as
soon as possible. The results of this regression can be found in Table 17. Leaving teaching to
move into higher education and leaving if something better comes along both had a negative
relationship to both self-efficacy of inquiry instruction (β = -.151, β = -.305) and civics (β =.160; β =-.191); leaving to become an administrator and leaving teaching as soon as possible
both had a positive relationship to self-efficacy of inquiry instruction (β = .034, β = .116) and
civics instruction (β = .420, β =.434). In the regression model for self-efficacy of economics
instruction, the professional intention to become a school administrator (β = .146) had a positive
relationship but all other professional intentions—leave as soon as possible (β = -.220), leave for
higher education (β = -.428), and leave if something better comes along (β = -.302)—had a
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negative relationship to self-efficacy of economics instruction. The professional intention to
leave teaching as soon as possible had a positive relationship with geography instruction (β =
.381) while all other professional intentions—leave to become an administrator (β = -.113), leave
for higher education (β = -.161), and leave if something better comes along (β = -.482)—had a
negative relationship with self-efficacy of geography instruction. Finally, the professional
intention to leave teaching to become an administrator (β = -.152) and to leave if something
better comes along (β = -.368) both had a negative relationship with self-efficacy of history
instruction; however, leaving for higher education (β = .056) and leaving as soon as possible (β =
.347) both had positive relationships with it. In all five of these regression models, though, no
results were statistically significant.

Table 17: Multiple Regression Professional Intentions and Social Studies Self-Efficacy

Predictors

Inquiry
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. Erro
β
r
.034 .114

Civics
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. Erro
β
r
.420 .256

Economics
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. Erro
β
r
.146 .326

Geography
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. Erro
β
r
-.113 .129

History
Instruction
Std.
Stnd. Erro
β
r
-.152 .274

Leave to Become
an Administrator
Leave for Higher
-.151 .311 -.160 .300 -.428 .380 -.161 .353 .056
.321
Education
Leave ASAP
.116 .337 .434 .323 -.220 .412 .381
.383 .328
.347
Leave if
Something Better
-.305 .259 -.191 .248 -.302 .316 -.482 .294 -.368 .266
Comes Along
Multiple R2
.009
.030
.013
.027
.018
2
Final Adjusted R
-.010
.010
-.007
.002
-.002
Standard Error
1.230
1.180
1.502
1.395
1.267
Note: The reference group is teachers who plan to continue teaching as long as possible.
p < .05* p < .01** p < .001***
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Conclusion
Teacher self-efficacy has many positive implications for both students and teachers, thus
this study seeks to develop a reliable, valid, and fair social studies self-efficacy scale that can be
used to measure self-efficacy of high quality, meaningful, social studies instruction. After
completing a literature review, expert-panel review, and think-alouds—all to establish content
validity of the SSTES—a 37-item, five factor scale of SSTES scale was distributed to secondary
social studies teachers in a larger, mostly urban school district in the southwestern United States.
Exploratory data analysis confirmed that there were no items that needed to be removed before
CFA could be performed, therefore, all 37 items were used for CFA. The initial hypothesized
model did not produce acceptable goodness of fit indexes thus items with high factor loadings
were analyzed and 17 items were removed. The new 20-item, five factor scale produced
acceptable goodness of fit indexes while also maintaining the theoretical underpinnings of the
scale. Both the reliability and fairness of the SSTES were tested and the scale proved both
reliable and fair. In analyzing social studies domain-specific self-efficacy, teachers reported the
highest levels of self-efficacy in history instruction and the lowest levels of self-efficacy in
economics instruction. Finally in analyzing the relationships between different participant,
classroom contexts, and self-efficacy of general pedagogy to the dimensions of social studies
self-efficacy, both bivariate and multiple regression was conducted. Overall, the predictor
variables that has the strongest relationships to social studies self-efficacy were self-efficacy of
the different dimensions of general pedagogy, specifically that of instruction.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Considering teacher self-efficacy is considered one of the most influential teacher level
factors that impacts classroom practices and that self-efficacy is content-specific and can vary
based on context (Bandura, 2006b; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011) the purpose of this
study was to develop a valid, reliable, and fair domain-specific social studies teacher selfefficacy scale grounded in the C3 Framework. The primary questions that guided this study
were: 1) How does the Social Studies Teacher Efficacy Scale (SSTES) demonstrate
characteristics of validity, reliability and fairness? 2) What is the domain-specific self-efficacy of
social studies teachers? 3) What is the association between teacher characteristics and their social
studies domain-specific self-efficacy?
Through the use of varying statistical analysis the above questions have been examined.
This study put forth a comprehensive social studies self-efficacy scale that can be used to
measure domain-specific self-efficacy of social studies teachers. Using a sample of 205
secondary social studies teachers, a 20-item five-factor model loading onto a general social
studies self-efficacy factor, was confirmed through the use of confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). This scale presented in this study had good reliability and proved to be fair across
multiple subgroups of participants. Furthermore, through the use of descriptive statistics,
correlation analysis, and linear regression a better understanding of social studies domainspecific self-efficacy and variables that relate to this self-efficacy has begun to be established.
This final chapter will connect the current study with literature pertaining to teacher selfefficacy and social studies teacher self-efficacy. The first section of this chapter provides a
summary of the major findings of this study and how these findings connect to prior literature in
the field. The second section will discuss the implications of the current study. The final section
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will discuss the limitations of the current study and the future direction for research of social
studies teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy and the use of the SSTES.
Summary of Findings
Social Studies Teacher Self-efficacy Scale
At the core of the SSTES presented in this study is the concept of meaningful, highquality social studies instruction which was established through concept analysis of relevant
literature in the field. The C3 Framework (NCSS, 2013a) was used as the guiding framework for
the SSTES since is represents the best-practices in the field and establishes an approach to
learning social studies that helps develop a deeper understanding of social studies content and
further prepares students for the critical thinking and problem solving skills necessary in college,
the workforce, and civic life (Blevins et al., 2014; NCSS, 2013a). Furthermore, the C3
Framework has been adopted and incorporated into almost half of individual state standards
throughout the country, including the state in which the study was conducted (Hansen et al.,
2018). In addition to the C3 Framework, additional literature was analyzed to corroborate the
framework established by the C3 Framework. This concept analysis led to the proposed 5-factor
scale–inquiry-based instruction, civics instruction, economics instruction, geography instruction,
and history instruction–all loading onto one general factor of social studies teacher self-efficacy.
Through the use of confirmatory factor analysis, these factors were confirmed and resulted in an
acceptable fit of the proposed scale. The SSTES was reduced from 37-items to 20-items in the
process, since high factor loadings suggested that several items measured similar constructs.
In addition to the SSTES, participants were asked to complete both the TSES, a general
pedagogy teacher self-efficacy scale, and a 5-item multicultural classroom self-efficacy scale to
test construct validity of the SSTES. As anticipated, the dimensions of social studies teacher self-
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efficacy and four dimensions of general pedagogy were positively correlated; however, he scales
were not so highly correlated suggesting that they measured different constructs.
Social Studies Teacher Self-Efficacy
In seeking to understand social studies teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy, teachers
reported having the highest levels of self-efficacy in history instruction. This result may lend to
the fact that history courses are the most prominent courses in the district in regard to social
studies. Seventh and eighth grade students are required to take History and Geography 7 and 8,
respectively, and high school students are required to take World History and United States
History in the state in which the research was conducted. Because of these student requirements,
along with history course electives, 149 teachers reported teaching history courses. On the other
hand, teachers reported the lowest levels of self-efficacy in economics instruction and it had the
largest standard deviation (SD = 1.50) suggesting there was the most variation in teacher
reported self-efficacy of economics instruction. Economics, as a course, is only taught in
conjunction with government courses and is a class seniors usually take in the state in which the
research was conducted. AP Economics, macro and micro, are elective courses but few teachers
reported teaching them; in total, only 43 teachers reported teaching any level of economics.
Because self-efficacy is context specific and the most influential source of self-efficacy is
mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997; Maddux & Kleiman, 2021) the fact that more teachers have
experiences in history classrooms as opposed to economics classrooms may account for the
difference in self-efficacy for these two dimensions.
Following history instruction, teachers reported the second highest self-efficacy in civics
instruction. Though government as a course is a senior level class and taught in conjunction with
economics, which would suggest civics instruction should have similar reported rating of self-
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efficacy, per the influence of mastery experience (Bandura, 1997; Maddux & Kleiman, 2021),
civic standards and content are more apparent in the districts’ standards for United States history,
like the standard related to the teaching of the United States constitution, world history, and state
history (Note. Citations for this data were removed to ensure anonymity). Due to this overt
overlap in disciplinary content, teachers may have more experience teaching civics thus they feel
more efficacy to do so.
Self-efficacy of inquiry-based instruction was reported as the third highest dimension of
social studies self-efficacy. This places inquiry-based instruction directly in the middle of the
other dimensions of self-efficacy measured by the SSTES. Considering inquiry-based instruction
should be present across all content areas and in all social studies courses, continuing to follow
Bandura’s (1997) theory of mastery experiences, inquiry-based instruction should have ranked
highest amongst social studies teachers since teachers should have the ability to practice these
instructional skills in all types and levels of social studies classes. Instead, the current results
align well with recent findings in social studies education in which many social studies teachers
continue to utilize more didactic, teacher-centered instructional practices as opposed to studentcentered ones (Knowles et al., 2020; Knowles & Theobald, 2013; Thacker et al., 2017; Wanzek
et al., 2015; Wiens et al., 2020). Since higher rates of teacher self-efficacy relates to a teacher's
willingness and ability to use certain instructional practices (Allinder, 1994; Bandura, 1986;
Thoonen et al., 2010; Weshan, 2012), we can propose that teachers with high self-efficacy of
inquiry-based instruction are more likely to utilize student-centered instructional strategies more
often than teachers with low self-efficacy of inquiry-based instruction. The results of this study
suggest that teachers, overall, are not as confident in utilizing inquiry-based models within their
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classrooms. This may help explain the gap between understanding the benefits to inquiry in the
classroom and, yet, the lack of using it in social studies instruction (Thacker et al., 2017).
Finally, geography instruction was reported as the second lowest dimension of social
studies self-efficacy; it also had the second highest standard deviation (SD = 1.40) and the lowest
reported score (Min = 1.50). Geography as a course is only taught in middle school, except for
the rare occasion of advanced placement human geography being taught at the high school level.
These results, though, bring forth more questions than answers considering understanding
geography, geographical features, and human interaction are deemed important to more
thoroughly understanding the history of civilizations, movement of people, and political
interactions among nations of the past and present among other concepts (Bednarz, 1997).
Further research is needed to understand why there is such variation in teachers' self-efficacy of
geography instruction and how this might relate to teachers’ instructional practices in geography
courses as well as the use of geography skills in other social studies courses.
Although each dimension of social studies self-efficacy can stand alone and they all have
their own unique ways of organizing information, oftentimes a single course pulls concepts and
skills from multiple social studies disciplines (NCSS, 2013a). Because of this, it is important for
social studies teachers to feel efficacious in all aspects of social studies instruction. Further
research is needed to analyze and understand teachers’ self-efficacy in all the dimensions of
social studies self-efficacy. One area of utmost importance is to analyze teachers' reported selfefficacy and their subsequent classroom practices to determine if their self-efficacy and
instructional practices are in tandem.
Relationship between Teacher Demographics, Their Class Context, and Social Studies SelfEfficacy
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In trying to better understand how different teacher characteristics, demographics, and
their class contexts relate to social studies teacher self-efficacy, a few key findings arose in this
study. First, teachers' self-efficacy of instructional strategies had the largest relationship to all
areas of social studies self-efficacy; as teachers' self-efficacy of instructional strategies rose, so
did their self-efficacy in each dimension of social studies instruction. This finding was not
surprising considering self-efficacy of instructional strategies relates to teachers’ beliefs in their
ability to gauge student comprehension of material, adjust lessons to meet the individual needs of
students, and use a variety of instructional strategies. The SSTES relates to teacher’s beliefs in
their abilities to help students develop specific social studies skills which would impact
instructional decisions (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
A second key finding was that self-efficacy of multicultural classrooms also had a
positive relationship with self-efficacy of all dimensions of social studies instruction.
Considering teaching multiple perspectives and including differing points of view are deemed
essential to meaningful social studies instruction (NCSS, 2013a), this connection between these
two dimensions of self-efficacy is not surprising however it is insightful. This relationship
highlights the importance of developing the self-efficacy of multicultural classrooms in veteran
teachers since it not only can help establish a more welcoming and inclusive classroom for
diverse learners but can also increase their self-efficacy in social studies instruction (Choi &
Mao, 2021; Jaffee & Yoder, 2019).
Another key finding was that self-efficacy of student engagement had a positive
relationship with all dimensions of social studies instruction self-efficacy; as self-efficacy for
student engagement increased there was an increase in self-efficacy for each dimension of social
studies instruction. Inquiry-based instruction and student-centered teaching practices requires
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student engagement with classroom content and materials (King et al., 2015; NCSS, 2013a),
furthermore, student-centered instruction often leads to increased learning, as opposed to didactic
forms of instruction (Temiz & Topcu, 2013). The more teachers feel they can actively engage
students and motivate them in social studies classrooms, the more they can engage them in and
help them develop the necessary skills essential for success in college, in their career, and in
civic life. This finding further supports the development of general pedagogy self-efficacy so it
can enhance teachers’ abilities to provide a meaningful social studies education to students.
Self-efficacy of classroom management, though positively related to all dimensions of
self-efficacy of social studies instruction, did not have a statistically significant relationship with
geography instruction in the bivariate regression model. However, when analyzing the multiple
regression model, there was a statistically significant negative relationship between these two
dimensions of self-efficacy. For every one-point increase in self-efficacy of classroom
management an anticipated .204 point decrease in self-efficacy of geography instruction is
predicted. This finding raises questions regarding the nature of teaching geography and the
instructional practices used in geography classrooms and if the fact that geography as a course is
mostly in middle schools impact instructional strategies and/or classroom management styles.
Additional research is necessary to further understand this relationship and seek ways to ensure
that classroom management styles and geography instructional practices are designed to keep
students engaged and develop skills necessary to meaningfully engage in geography as a
discipline.
Apart from self-efficacy of general pedagogy, there were only a few additional
relationships that proved significant in the regression models. Teaching in a high school had
positive relationships with economics instruction and inquiry-based instruction, suggesting that
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teachers who taught in high schools had an increase in self-efficacy of economics and inquirybased instruction. These findings imply that high school teachers are more comfortable teaching
economics in a way that is more meaningful, effective, and engaging for their students thus
leading to the development of necessary economics skills (Allinder, 1994; Lee et al., 2013;
Thoonen et al., 2010; Weshan, 2012). Because economics is offered as a high school course this
positive relationship is not surprising. However, aspects of economics can and should be
incorporated in all grades and levels of social studies instruction (NCSS, 2013a). Based on these
findings, social studies education programs should evaluate the extent to which they are
preparing all teacher candidates to incorporate appropriate grade level economics content into
their social studies courses. Furthermore, with the associated implications of self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1986; Lee et al., 2013; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), these findings imply that
high school teachers are more likely to utilize inquiry-based teaching methods than middle
school teachers. Similarly to the relationship between classroom management and geography
instruction, this relationship raises the question as to why it is occurring. Do teachers not feel that
middle school students are capable of or prepared for inquiry-based lessons? Is student behavior
and/or classroom management in the middle school setting related to the likelihood of less
inquiry-based methods being used? Future research should seek to further compare self-efficacy
of inquiry-based instruction for middle school and high school teachers as well as analyze
instructional practices used within the different classroom settings.
The last relationship that proved statistically significant was that identifying as male was
negatively associated with self-efficacy of civics instruction. All other demographic and
classroom settings had no statistically significant relationship with social studies teacher selfefficacy. One possible explanation for this may be that school contexts were relatively similar
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since all schools were within the same school district. Most of the schools in which teachers
were currently teaching were linguistically and culturally diverse and had a large percent of
students who identified as low SES. Utilizing the SSTES in a larger study that recruited
participants from a variety of teaching locations with different classroom contexts would prove
beneficial to better understanding how classroom contexts and teacher demographics related to
social studies teacher self-efficacy.
The last key finding that sparked significant interest was the association between
professional intentions and social studies teacher self-efficacy. This analysis was conducted in
two different ways: 1) bivariate regression was conducted between professional intentions with
each dimension of social studies teacher self-efficacy with the reference group being those who
planned to stay teaching, 2) multiple regression was conducted, the reference group again being
those who planned to stay teaching as long as possible, to understand the relationship between
professional intentions and self-efficacy while accounting for the other possible intentions. In
each of the regression analyses none of the results were statistically significant. Thus meaning
that professional intentions did not have a significant relationship with self-efficacy. This finding
is interesting because it suggests that even for those who plan on leaving the profession as soon
as possible, this disposition did not impact their self-efficacy. Those who have high levels of
self-efficacy, which has been linked to reduced burnout and higher levels of job satisfaction
(Brouwers et al., 2001; Dicke et al., 2014; Egyed & Short, 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010;
Sarıçam & Sakız, 2014; Wang et al., 2015), are still considering leaving the field. This highlights
the need to further evaluate why teachers, including social studies teachers, are leaving the field.
Not only do teacher education programs, along with government agencies, need to focus on
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recruiting teachers into the field, strategies for retention must also be explored and further
developed in lieu of teacher shortages across the nation (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).
Implications for Social Studies Teacher Self-Efficacy
This study has provided findings pertaining to the development of a valid, reliable, fair
domain-specific social studies teacher self-efficacy scale. The results of this study led to several
main implications for continued research of social studies teacher self-efficacy.
First, in seeking to develop the SSTES, a concept analysis was conducted to ensure that
high quality social studies instruction was being measured within the scale. Despite the
continued debate over the best approaches to teaching social studies and the fact that the nation
has no single, unified social studies curriculum (Alder, 2008; Parker, 2015; Powell, 2018;
Thornton, 2017), through the use of content analysis this study has created a unified social
studies teacher self-efficacy scale. In determining which approach to social studies education to
highlight, this study focused on the current best practices in the field of social studies. To begin,
disciplined inquiry has been adopted in social studies education in which students are asked to
create meaningful intellectual work, clearly moving beyond the traditional characterization of
social studies as broad survey classes with limited depth of understanding (King et al., 2015;
Saye, 2017). Using disciplined inquiry at its keystone, the C3 Framework was then used to
further help shape the content of the SSTES (NCSS, 2013a). Although secondary social studies
teachers can teach a wide variety of subjects, including psychology, sociology, anthropology to
name a few, the SSTES focused on self-efficacy in the core content areas of civics, economics,
geography, and history. In addition to these discipline areas, self-efficacy of inquiry-based
instruction, which aligns with the concept of disciplined inquiry and is an overarching factor
impacting all social studies courses, was included. In conjunction with the C3 Framework and
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through the development of the SSTES, this study has heeded the call to begin creating a shared
understanding of the goals and subsequent skills for all of social studies (Thacker et al., 2018).
Furthermore, teacher self-efficacy has many positive implications for both student and
teacher outcomes, including but not limited to greater student achievement, use of differing
instructional practices, more inclusive classroom practices, stronger classroom management,
reduced teacher burnout, and a greater sense of job satisfaction (Dicke et al., 2014; Egyed &
Short, 2006; Guo et al., 2012; Hines, 2008; Thoonen et al., 2011; Van Droogenbroeck et al.,
2021). The implications of general teacher self-efficacy has sparked further research into more
domain-specific self-efficacy scales since self-efficacy is context specific (Bullock et al., 2015;
Goddard et al., 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Research in social studies teacher selfefficacy, however, has been quite limited despite the growing literature of teacher self-efficacy
as a whole. This study has focused on closing the current literature gap and adding to the
conversation regarding social studies self-efficacy. Using the C3 Framework as the guiding
structure, this study developed the SSTES. This domain-specific social studies self-efficacy scale
is composed of 5 factors–inquiry-based instruction, civics instruction, economics instruction,
geography instruction, and history instruction–that measure teachers’ efficacy of high quality
social studies instruction. The results from this study confirmed the hypothesized model and
proved to have high reliability and showed signs of fairness. Because of this, the SSTES can be
utilized in future studies to continue to gain a better understanding of social studies teacher selfefficacy.
Moreover, as we continue to develop a deeper understanding of social studies teacher
self-efficacy, social studies education programs and professional development can use these
findings to better prepare social studies teachers to rely less on didactic teaching styles that are
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still prevalent in social studies classrooms and adopt more student centered approaches (Knowles
et al., 2020; Lee, 2013; NCSS, 2013b; Thatcher et al., 2018; Wiens et al., 2020). By doing so,
social studies teachers can better prepare their own students for the complex roles of citizenship
within a democracy. Because of social studies' unique position within schools and the fact that its
curriculum revolves around learning about and then practicing key aspects of citizenship in our
democracy, social studies education can directly teach students how to be active, responsible
citizens (Herczog, 2013; Levstick & Barton, 2015). By further understanding social studies
teachers’ domain-specific self-efficacy we can work to ensure all students are receiving a social
studies education that develops critical thinking skills and helps them learn how to take informed
action beyond the classroom.
Limitations and Future Directions
This study sought to develop a valid, reliable, and fair social studies teacher self-efficacy
scale. Based on the aforementioned results and discussion, there are a number of limitations for
this study that must be considered when conducting future research regarding social studies
teacher self-efficacy. The main limitation of this study is that the data was collected in a single,
large, mostly urban, public school district. Though the results of this study may be generalizable
to other large, diverse, public school districts within the United States, results should be
interpreted with some caution as they may not be generalizable to schools and school districts
that have different student and teacher demographics. This is especially true of rural schools,
private schools, and schools located in states that have significantly different interpretations of
social studies curriculum than the one in which the study was conducted. Future studies should
include a larger sample from a multitude of school locations and types to better understand social
studies teacher self-efficacy and the extent to which certain demographics characteristics as well
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as school context relates to social studies teacher self-efficacy. In conjunction with the above
limitation, this study did not include all possible teacher demographics. Elements like teachers'
initial teacher education program and pathway into teaching may prove insightful when trying to
better understand teacher factors that may influence social studies self-efficacy. Additional
teacher characteristics should be accounted for in future research.
Another limitation that should be considered is that participants were not randomly
sampled into this study. All secondary social studies teachers that the researcher was aware of,
within the given school district were contacted via email and school mail. Participants selfselected to be part of the study by consenting to and then completing the SSTES. Participants all
came from the same, large, mostly urban, public school district. Given the nature of sample
sizing in CFA, there was no attempt to randomly sample participants since such a large response
rate was necessary to conduct the necessary statistics. In future studies, random sampling from
areas and school types across the United States can prove beneficial to further understanding
social studies teacher self-efficacy and relationships between different teacher and school level
characteristics with that of social studies teacher self-efficacy.
A third limitation to this study was that data was only collected from secondary social
studies teachers and participation from elementary school teachers was not included. With the
recent trend to reduce the amount of time allotted for social studies in elementary schools, thus
limiting teachers’ exposure and experience with social studies education in elementary school,
this study focused on teachers who actively taught social studies to begin understanding domainspecific social studies teacher self-efficacy. However, this does not mean that self-efficacy of
elementary school teachers should be overlooked. The SSTES should be modified in the future
for elementary school teachers so it better represents appropriate grade-level skills and accounts
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for the overall, interdisciplinary nature of social studies in elementary schools. With a better
understanding of elementary teachers’ self-efficacy of social studies instruction both social
studies education programs and professional development can be shaped to meet the unique
needs of social studies instruction in these lower grades.
A final limitation is that this study did not attempt to compare teachers’ reported selfefficacy with instructional practices within their classrooms. Although higher rates of selfefficacy are associated with use of varying instructional practices (Lee et al., 2013), this study
did not analyze if this association also aligned in social studies classrooms and, if so, to what
extent. Future research should be conducted that uses the SSTES to measure teachers’ reported
social studies self-efficacy and then this should be compared with self-reported use of
instructional practices and classroom observations. In this fashion, we can better understand the
extent to which reported self-efficacy is reflected in the classroom practices and instructional
decisions.
Conclusion
This study sought to develop a valid, reliable, fair domain-specific social studies selfefficacy scale. The use of teacher self-efficacy as a framework can lead to a deeper
understanding as to why large amounts of social studies teachers continue to use didactic
teaching styles, as opposed to more student-centered and inquiry-based approaches. Teacher selfefficacy has many positive implications for both students and teachers, through this study a new
valid, reliable, and fair domain-specific self-efficacy scale was created that was used, and can
continue to be used, to measure self-efficacy of high quality, meaningful, social studies
instruction. The SSTES is a 20-item, five factor scale that produced acceptable goodness of fit
indexes while also maintaining the theoretical underpinnings of high quality social studies
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instruction. In addition to the development of the SSTES, this study began analysis of domainspecific self-efficacy of social studies teachers and relationships between teacher and school
characteristics and reported levels of self-efficacy. Through this extensive analysis, this study has
begun to address the important issue of limited research of social studies teacher self-efficacy.
Continued study of social studies teachers’ self-efficacy is necessary, but continued use of the
SSTES shows promise in better understanding self-efficacy of social studies teachers.
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Appendix A: Social Studies Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale

Part 1: Teacher Beliefs

A Great
Deal

Quite a Bit

Some
Influence

Very Little

Directions: Please indicate your opinion about each of the
statements below. Your answers are confidential.

Nothing

How much can you do?

1. How much can you help students develop questions that
guide their inquiry into social studies topics?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

2. How much can you help students determine the kinds of
sources that are helpful in answering questions?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

3. How much can you help students understand the
features of political institutions in the US?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

4. How much can you help students understand the
features of civil institutions in the US?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

5. How much can you help students understand the
principles that guide the US government?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

6. How much can you help students understand the
processes for creating rules and laws in the US?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

7. How much can you help students take and defend an
informed position on a particular topic or issue?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

8. How much can you help students develop a sense of
capacity to be active citizens?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

9. How much can you help students understand how
scarcity of resources necessitates economic decisionmaking?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

10. How much can you help students understand the
incentives (cost vs. benefit) of economic decisionmaking?
11. How much can you help students understand how
economic markets work (e.g. producers and consumers,
supply and demand, trade)?
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

12. How much can you help students analyze the roles of
different institutions in economic markets (e.g. banks,
labor unions, corporations, not-for-profit
organizations)?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

13. How much can you help students understand policies
that impact the national economy?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

14. How much can you help students understand policies
that impact the global economy?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

15. How well can you help students develop the necessary
skills to meaningfully engage with and interpret maps?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

16. How much can you help students analyze physical
processes that shape the patterns of Earth’s surface?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

17. How much can you help students analyze spatial
patterns of environmental characteristics?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

18. How much can you help students analyze spatial
patterns of human/cultural characteristics?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

19. How much can you help students understand humanenvironment interactions?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

20. How much can you help students understand spatial
patterns and movements of populations?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

21. How much can you help students understand global
interconnectedness?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

22. How much can you help students situate people’s
actions and events in the past within their historical
contexts?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

23. How much can you help students analyze events and
developments in broader historical contexts?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

24. How much can you help students analyze aspects of
continuity and change within given time periods?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

25. How much can you help students analyze differing
perspectives about the same event?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

26. How much can you help students evaluate historical
sources?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

27. How much can you help students analyze the ways in
which present perspectives shape interpretations of
historical events?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
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28. How much can you help students analyze varying
causes and effects of a specific event?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

29. How much can you help students evaluate the credibility
of a source?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

30. How much can you help students draw evidence from
different sources to support a claim?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

31. How much can you help students develop claims to
support an argument?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

32. How much can you help students develop counterclaims
for their argument?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

33. How much can you help students construct arguments
that use sound reasoning and relevant information?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

34. How much can you help students critique arguments for
credibility?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

35. How much can you help students analyze problems
involved in public issues?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

36. How much can you help students explain strategies
and/or approaches that could be used to address specific
problems?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

37. How much can you help students learn how to take
informed action as an active citizen within school and/or
their larger community?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

38. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in
the classroom?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

39. How much can you do to motivate students who show
low interest in school work?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

40. How much can you do to get students to believe they
can do well in school work?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

41. How much can you do to help your students value
learning?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

42. To what extent can you craft good questions for your
students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

43. How much can you do to get children to follow
classroom rules?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
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44. How much can you do to calm a student who is
disruptive or noisy?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

45. How well can you establish a classroom management
system with each group of students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

46. How much can you use a variety of assessment
strategies?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

47. To what extent can you provide an alternative
explanation or example when students are confused?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

48. How much can you assist families in helping their
children do well in school?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

49. How well can you implement alternative strategies in
your classroom?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

50. How well can you cope with the challenges of a
multicultural classroom?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

51. How well can you adapt your teaching to the cultural
diversity of students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

52. How much can you ensure that students with and
without migrant backgrounds work together?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

53. How well can you raise awareness of cultural
differences among students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

54. How well can you reduce ethnic stereotyping among
students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Part 2: Demographic Questions
Directions: Please answer the questions below. Your answers are confidential.
1. Which school are you currently teaching? ____________________
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2. I currently teach the following courses (Mark all that apply.):
☐History and Geography 7
☐History and Geography 7 Accelerated
☐History and Geography 8
☐History and Geography 8 Accelerated
☐U.S. History
☐Honors U.S. History
☐A.P. U.S. History
☐World History
☐Honors World History
☐A.P. World History
☐A.P. Human Geography
☐U.S. Government & Economics
☐Honors U.S. Government & Economics
☐A.P. U.S. Government & Politics
☐A.P. Economics
☐Other: ___________________
3. My gender is
☐Male
☐Female
☐Non-binary
☐Transgender
☐Other
☐Prefer not to disclose
4. My race/ethnicity is (Mark all that apply.):
☐American Indian or Alaskan Native
☐Asian/Asian American/ Pacific Islander
☐Black/African American
☐Latin American/Hispanic
☐White, Non-Hispanic
☐Prefer not to disclose
5. Including this year, how many years have you been teaching: ________
6. What are your professional intentions?
☐I will remain a teacher as long as possible.
☐I will leave the classroom to become an educational administrator at some point.
☐I will leave teaching to work in higher education at some point.
☐I will leave teaching if something better comes along outside of education.
☐I will leave teaching as soon as possible.
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Appendix B: Inter Item Correlation Table
Inter Item Correctional Analysis of the SSTES
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
1
2
29
30
31
Item 1
1 .
Item2
.63*
1
Item29
.35*
.60*
1
Item30
.40*
.57*
.82*
1
Item31
.46*
.55*
.73*
.90*
1
Item32
.49*
.52*
.66*
.78*
.85*
Item33
.45*
.53*
.75*
.83*
.89*
Item34
.41*
.52*
.74*
.80*
.78*
Item35
.50*
.53*
.68*
.66*
.69*
Item36
.49*
.49*
.63*
.67*
.70*
Item37
.43*
.53*
.56*
.60*
.61*
Item3
.50*
.52*
.42*
.45*
.45*
Item4
.50*
.56*
.48*
.50*
.45*
Item5
.47*
.49*
.43*
.52*
.45*
Item6
.45*
.49*
.43*
.55*
.43*
Item7
.54*
.55*
.50*
.55*
.45*
Item8
.44*
.48*
.46*
.47*
.42*
Item 9
.51*
.51*
.40*
.44*
.48*
Item10
.52*
.50*
.45*
.46*
.48*
Item11
.39*
.47*
.42*
.47*
.49*
Item12
.48*
.44*
..41* .44*
.44*
Item13
.49*
.45*
.41*
.41*
.43*
Item14
.48*
.44*
.41*
.37*
.38*
Item15
.44*
.52*
.45*
.47*
.48*
Item16
.34*
.43*
.33*
.37*
.34*
Item17
.38*
.40*
.36*
.34*
.35*
Item18
.37*
.46*
.42*
.44*
.41*
Item19
.35*
.40*
.36*
.42*
.45*
Item20
.43*
.43*
.34*
.43*
.44*
Item21
.41*
.50*
.50*
.50*
.53*
Item22
.48*
.53*
.57*
.61*
.63*
Item23
.51*
.58*
.57*
.61*
.65*
Item24
.53*
.59*
.55*
.58*
.62*
Item25
.50*
.62*
.65*
.70*
.72*
Item26
.46*
.60*
.75*
.76*
.75*
Item27
.50*
.57*
.65*
.66*
.67*
Item28
.52*
.61*
.71*
.74*
.76*
Note: p<.001*
All numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
Boxed items load to the same factor.

Item
32

Item
33

Item
34

Item
35

Item
36

Item
37

Item
3

Item
4

Item
5

Item
6

Item
7

Item
8

Item
9

Item
10

Item
11

Item
12

Item
13

Item
14

1
.83*
.82*
.66*
.69*
.60*
.43*
.50*
.48*
.52*
.59*
.43*
.50*
.51*
.52*
.49*
.54*
.48*
.42*
.30*
.38*
.36*
.38*
.39*
.50*
.57*
.54*
.58*
.67*
.68*
.60*
.69*

1
.85*
.74*
.73*
.64*
.45*
.50*
.44*
.50*
.60*
.54*
.50*
.56*
.51*
.47*
.43*
.39*
.48*
.32*
.34*
.39*
.43*
.42*
.52*
.61*
.59*
.59*
.72*
.74*
.65*
.75*

1
.75*
.73*
.66*
.42*
.48*
.41*
.50*
.58*
.53*
.50*
.57*
.57*
.53*
.50*
.49*
.49*
.36*
.43*
.48*
.46*
.42*
.54*
.58*
.55*
.57*
.68*
.68*
.65*
.69*

1
.84*
.75*
.45*
.49*
.40*
.46*
.60*
.55*
.56*
.62*
.54*
.57*
.56*
.55*
.55*
.48*
.49*
.55*
.53*
.48*
.59*
.60*
.62*
.59*
.65*
.60*
.61*
.67*

1
.78*
.44*
.49*
.43*
.48*
.59*
.58*
.51*
.53*
.47*
.49*
.49*
.49*
.53*
.45*
.47*
.52*
.49*
.48*
.54*
.59*
.56*
.60*
.64*
.60*
.61*
.65*

1
.44*
.50*
.45*
.48*
.52*
.61*
.51*
.52*
.39*
.48*
.49*
.48*
.51*
.46*
.48*
.53*
.47*
.48*
.57*
.53*
.55*
.61*
.61*
.58*
.59*
.64*

1
.83*
.74*
.65*
.43*
.44*
.51*
.51*
.43*
.50*
.48*
.43*
.44*
.39*
.35*
.41*
.36*
.42*
.44*
.42*
.42*
.43*
.44*
.44*
.44*
.49*

1
.77*
.70*
.43*
.44*
.54*
.55*
.46*
.52*
.54*
.48*
.51*
.46*
.42*
.43*
.37*
.42*
.44*
.42*
.47*
.47*
.51*
.48*
.47*
.55*

1
.75*
.41*
.45*
.45*
.48*
.44*
.49*
.42*
.37*
.47*
.35*
.33*
.32*
.32*
.38*
.35*
.36*
.41*
.42*
.47*
.44*
.47*
.55*

1
.50*
.44*
.52*
.55*
.54*
.50*
.49*
.42*
.47*
.40*
.38*
.35*
.37*
.36*
.38*
.38*
.41*
.45*
.50*
.48*
.43*
.58*

1
.61*
.53*
.49*
.48*
.43*
.50*
.48*
.43*
.36*
.40*
.33*
.39*
.32*
.37*
.44*
.48*
.42*
.58*
.48*
.54*
.56*

1
.58*
.56*
.49*
.48*
.44*
.47*
.47*
.37*
.38*
.42*
.41*
.40*
.38*
.47*
.44*
.45*
.56*
.44*
.56*
.52*

1
.86*
.76*
.71*
.67*
.68*
.50*
.50*
.46*
.48*
.54*
.52*
.51*
.51*
.49*
.52*
.51*
.45*
.51*
.54*

1
.79*
.79*
.71*
.69*
.50*
.48*
.51*
.52*
.51*
.51*
.52*
.49*
.46*
.50*
.51*
.47*
.53*
.55*

1
.82*
.73*
.66*
.44*
.40*
.44*
.49*
.46*
.46*
.47*
.50*
.48*
.49*
.51*
.47*
.52*
.53*

1
.79*
.74*
.42*
.42*
.42*
.48*
.43*
.42*
.43*
.47*
.47*
.49*
.44*
.47*
.52*
.47*

1
.87*
.49*
.41*
.46*
.48*
.40*
.43*
.46*
.47*
.46*
.52*
.47*
.44*
.51*
.49*

1
.42*
.40*
.42*
.47*
.40*
.40*
.49*
.44*
.45*
.49*
.47*
.42*
.53*
.47*
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Inter Item Correctional Analysis of the SSTES Continued
Item 15
Item 16
Item 17
Item 1
Item2
Item29
Item30
Item31
Item32
Item33
Item34
Item35
Item36
Item37
Item3
Item4
Item5
Item6
Item7
Item8
Item 9
Item10
Item11
Item12
Item13
Item14
Item15
1
Item16
.63*
1
Item17
.58*
.82*
1
Item18
.58*
.77*
.82*
Item19
.60*
.65*
.69*
Item20
.61*
.68*
.71*
Item21
.57*
.55*
.58*
Item22
.63*
.41*
.40*
Item23
.55*
.37*
.34*
Item24
.60*
.43*
.40*
Item25
.55*
.34*
.31*
Item26
.59*
.37*
.35*
Item27
.59*
.32*
.30*
Item28
.57*
.40*
.40*
Note: p<.001*
All numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
Boxed items load to the same factor.

Item 18

Item 19

Item 20

Item 21

Item 22

Item 23

Item 24

Item 25

Item 26

Item 27

Item 28

1
.76*
.78*
.68*
.44*
.42*
.43*
.37*
.40*
.37*
.42*

1
.81*
.72*
.51*
.48*
.44*
.43*
.42*
.42*
.45*

1
.73*
.59*
.51*
.53*
.43*
.44*
.42*
.51*

1
.60*
.55*
.56*
.48*
.55*
.51*
.56*

1
.81*
.80*
.68*
.70*
.72*
.73*

1
.83*
.69*
.67*
.73*
.70*

1
.75*
.68*
.73*
.74*

1
.76*
.79*
.78*

1
.79*
.79*

1
.78*

1
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